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ABSTRACT

Acyclic schemes posses known benefits for database design, speed-
ing up queries, and reducing space requirements. An acyclic join
dependency (AJD) is lossless with respect to a universal relation if
joining the projections associated with the schema results in the
original universal relation. An intuitive and standard measure of
loss entailed by an AJD is the number of redundant tuples generated
by the acyclic join. Recent work has shown that the loss of an AJD
can also be characterized by an information-theoretic measure. Mo-
tivated by the problem of automatically fitting an acyclic schema to
a universal relation, we investigate the connection between these
two characterizations of loss. We first show that the loss of an AJD
is captured using the notion of KL-Divergence. We then show that
the KL-divergence can be used to bound the number of redundant
tuples. We prove a deterministic lower bound on the percentage
of redundant tuples. For an upper bound, we propose a random
database model, and establish a high probability bound on the per-
centage of redundant tuples, which coincides with the lower bound
for large databases.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In the traditional approach to database design, the designer has a
clear conceptual model of the data, and of the dependencies between
the attributes. This information guides the database normalization
process, which leads to a database schema consisting of multiple
relation schemas that have the benefit of reduced redundancies, and
more efficient querying and updating of the data. This approach
requires that the data precisely meet the constraints of the model;
various data repair techniques [1, 4] have been developed to address
the case that the data does not meet the constraints of the schema
exactly. Current data management applications are required to han-
dle data that is noisy, erroneous, and inconsistent. The presumption
that such data meet a predefined set of constraints is not likely to
hold. In many cases, such applications and are willing to tolerate
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the “loss” entailed by an imperfect database schema, and will be
content with a database schema that only “approximately fits” the
data. Motivated by the task of schema-discovery for a given dataset,
in this work, we investigate different ways of measuring the “loss”
of an imperfect database schema, and the relationship between
these different measures.

Decomposing a relation schema Q is the process of breaking
the relation scheme into two or more relation schemes Q1, ..., Qx
whose union is Q. The decomposition is lossless if, for any relation
instance R over Q, it holds that R =TI, (R) »< - - - »« I, (R). The
loss of a database scheme {Qj, ..., Qg } with respect to a relation

instance R over Q, is the set of tuples (M{.‘Zl g, (R)) \ R that are

in the join, but not in R (formal definitions in Section 2). We say
that such tuples are spurious. Normalizing a relation scheme is the
process of (losslessly) decomposing it into a database scheme where
each of its resulting relational schemes have certain properties. The
specific properties imposed on the resulting relational schemes
define different normal forms such as 3NF [7], BCNF [8], 4NF [11],
and 5NF [10, 12].

A data dependency defines a relationship between sets of at-
tributes in a database. A Join Dependency (JD) defines a k-way
decomposition (where k > 2) of a relation schema Q, and is said
to hold in a relation instance R over Q if the join is lossless with
respect to R (formal definitions in Section 2). Join Dependencies
generalize Multivalued Dependencies (MVDs) that are effectively
Join Dependencies where k = 2, which in turn generalize Functional
Dependencies (FDs), which are perhaps the most widely studied data
dependencies due to their simple and intuitive semantics.

Acyclic Join Dependencies (AJDs) is a type of JD that is specified
by an Acyclic Schema [2]. Acyclic schemes have many applications
in databases and in machine learning; they enable efficient query
evaluation [26], play a key role in database normalization and de-
sign [11, 20], and improve the performance of many well-known
machine learning algorithms over relational data [16, 23, 24].

Consider how we may measure the loss of an acyclic schema
S ={Q1,...,Qx} with respect to a given relation instance R over
Q. An intuitive approach, based on the definition of a lossless join,
is to simply count the number of spurious tuples generated by the
join (i.e., and are not included in the relation instance R). In previ-
ous work, Kenig et al. [14] presented an algorithm that discovers
“approximate Acyclic Schemes” for a given dataset. Building on
earlier work by Lee [18, 19], the authors proposed to measure the
loss of an acyclic schema, with respect to a given dataset, using
an information-theoretic metric called the J -measure, formally
defined in Section 2. Lee has shown that this information-theoretic
measure characterizes lossless AJDs. That is, the J -measure of an
acyclic schema with respect to a dataset is 0 if and only if the AJD
defined by this schema is lossless with respect to the dataset [18, 19]
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(i.e., no spurious tuples). Beyond this characterization, not much is
known about the relationship between these two measures of loss.
In fact, the relationship is not necessarily monotonic, and may vary
widely even between two acyclic schemas with similar (J-measure
values [14]. Nevertheless, empirical studies have shown that low
values of the J-measure generally lead to acyclic schemas that
incur a small number of spurious tuples [14].

Our first result is a characterization of the J -measure of an
acyclicschema S = {Q;, ..., Q}, with respect to arelation instance
R, as the KL-divergence between two empirical distributions; the

one associated with R, and the one associated with R’ £ g, (R) »<
-- »aIlg, (R). The empirical distribution is a standard notion used
to associate a multivariate probability distribution with a multiset
of tuples, and a formal definition is deferred to Section 2. The KL-
divergence is a non-symmetric measure of the similarity between
two probability distributions P(Q) and Q(Q). It has numerous
information-theoretic applications, and can be loosely thought of
as a measure of the information lost when Q(Q) is used to ap-
proximate P(Q). Our result that the J-measure is, in fact, the
KL-divergence between the empirical distributions associated with
the original relation instance and the one implied by the acyclic
schema, explains the success of the J-measure for identifying
“approximate acyclic schemas” in [14], and how the J-measure
characterizes lossless AJDs [18, 19].
With this result at hand, we address the following problem. Given
a relation schema Q, an acyclic schema S = {Q1,...,Qx}, and a
value J > 0, compute the minimum and maximum number of spu-

rious tuples generated by S with respect to any relation instance R
def

over Q, whose KL-divergence from R’ = IIg, (R) > - - - = IIg, (R)
is J. To this end, we prove a deterministic lower bound on the
number of spurious tuples that depends only on 7. We then con-
sider the problem of determining an upper bound on the number of
spurious tuples. As it turns out, this problem is more challenging,
as a deterministic upper bound does not hold. We thus propose a
random relation model, in which a relation is drawn uniformly at
random from all possible empirical distributions of a given size N.
We then show that a bound analogous to the deterministic lower
bound on the relative number of spurious tuples also holds as an
upper bound with two differences: First, it holds with high proba-
bility over the random choice of relation (and not with probability
1), and second, is holds with an additive term, though one which
vanishes for asymptotically large relation instances. The proof of
this result is fairly complicated, and as discussed in Section 5, re-
quires applications of multiple techniques from information theory
[9] and concentration of measure [6].

Beyond its theoretical interest, understanding the relationship
between the information-theoretic KL-divergence, and the tangible
property of loss, as measured by the number of spurious tuples, has
practical consequences for the task of discovering acyclic schemas
that fit a dataset. Currently, the system of [14] can discover acyclic
schemas that fit the data well in terms of its J-measure. Under-
standing how the (J-measure relates to the loss in terms of spurious
tuples will enable finding acyclic schemas that generate a bounded
number of spurious tuples. This is important for applications that
apply factorization as a means of compression, while wishing to
maintain the integrity of the data [22].
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To summarize, in this paper we: (1) Show that the J-measure of
Lee [18, 19] is the KL-divergence between the empirical distribution
associated with the original relation and the one induced by the
acyclic schema, (2) Prove a general lower bound on the loss (i.e.,
spurious tuples) in terms of the KL-divergence, and present a simple
family of relation instances for which this bound is tight, and (3)
Propose a random relation model and prove an upper bound on the
loss, which holds with high probability, and which converges to
the lower bound for large relational instances.

2 BACKGROUND

For the sake of consistency, we adopt some of the notation from [14].
We denote by [n] = {1,...,n}.Let Q be a set of variables, also called
attributes. If X, Y C Q, then XY denotes X U Y.

2.1 Data Dependencies

Let Q & {X1,..., X} denote a set of attributes with domains

def

D(X1),...,D(Xp). Wedenoteby Rel(Q) = {R: RC XL, D(X;)}
the set of all possible relation instances over Q. Fix a relation in-
stance R € Rel(Q) of size N = |R|. For Y C Q we let R[Y] de-
note the projection of R onto the attributes Y. A schema is a set
S={Q1,...,Qm} such that U2, Q; = Qand Q; ¢ Q;j fori # j.

We say that the relation instance R satisfies the join dependency
JD(S), and write R = JD(S), if R =<, R[Q;]. If R }£ JD(S), then
S incurs a loss with respect to R, denoted p(R, S), defined:

Mirzl R[Qi]

IR|

def - |R|

p(R,S) = (1)

We call the set of tuples (Mi’il R[Qi]) \ R spurious tuples. Clearly,
R EJD(S) if and only if p(R,S) = 0.

We say that R satisfies the multivalued dependency (MVD) ¢ =
X —-» Y1|Ya|...|Yy, where m > 2, the Y;s are pairwise disjoint, and
XYYy =Q,if R=R[XY1] ™ -+ b R[XY,,], or if the schema
S={XY1,...,XY;} is lossless (i.e, p(R,S) =0). We review the
concept of a join tree from [3]:

Definition 2.1. A join tree or junction tree is a pair (T, )() where
7 is an undirected tree, and y is a function that maps each u €
nodes(7) to a set of variables y(u), called a bag, such that the
running intersection property holds: for every variable X, the set
{u € nodes(7") | X € y(u)} is a connected component of 7. We

denote by x(77) def Uy x(u), the set of variables of the join tree.

We often denote the join tree as 7, dropping y when it is clear
from the context. The schema defined by 7 is S = {Q1,...,Qm},
where Q1,..., Qp, are the bags of 7. We call a schema S acyclic
if there exists a join tree whose schema is S. When Q; ¢ Q; for
all i # j, then the acyclic schema S = {Q1,..., Q,} satisfies m <
|Q] [3]. We say that a relation R satisfies the acyclic join dependency
S, and denote R E AJD(S), if S is acyclic and R | JD(S). An
MVD X —» Y1|---|Ym represents a simple acyclic schema, namely
S ={XY1,XYa,...,XVn}.

LetS = {Q1,..., Qm} be an acyclic schema with join tree (77, y).
We associate to every (u,v) € edges(7") an MVD ¢, , as follows.
Let 7, and 7, be the two subtrees obtained by removing the edge

(u,v). Then, we denote by ¢y o def x@) N x() » x(Tu)|x (7).
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We call the support of T the set of m — 1 MVDs associated with its
edges, in notation MVD(7") = {duo | (u,0) € edges(7)}. Beeri
et al. have shown that if 7~ defines the acyclic schema S, then R
satisfies AJD(S) (i.e., R | AJD(S)) if and only if R satisfies all MVDs
in its support: R = ¢y, , for all ¢y, € MVD(T) [3, Thm. 8.8].

2.2 Information Theory

Lee [18, 19] gave an equivalent formulation of functional, mul-
tivalued, and acyclic join dependencies in terms of information
measures; we review this briefly here, after a short background on
information theory.

Let X be a random variable with a finite domain 9 and proba-
bility mass P (thus, J.,c 9 P(x) = 1). Its entropy is:

def 1

HX)E ) px)log 5 o )

xeD
It holds that H(X) < log|D|, and equality holds if and only if P is
uniform. The definition of entropy naturally generalizes to sets of
jointly distributed random variables Q = {X1, ..., Xy}, by defining
the function H : 22 — R as the entropy of the joint random

variables in the set. For example,

HXiX2)= )

x1€D1,x2€Do

Let A, B,C € Q. The conditional mutual information I(A; B | C) is
defined as:

P(x1,x2) log 3)

1
P(x1,x2)"

I(A;B| C) € H(BC) + H(AC) — H(ABC) - H(C).  (4)
It is known that the conditional independence P = A L B | C
(i-e., A is independent of B given C) holds if and only if I(A; B |
C) =0. When C = 0, or if C is a constant (i.e., H(C) = 0), then the
conditional mutual information is reduced to the standard mutual
information, and denoted by I(A; B).

Let X & {X1,...,Xn} a set of discrete random variables, and

let P(X) and Q(X) denote discrete probability distributions. The
KL-divergence between P and Q is:

For any pair of probability distributions P, Q over the same proba-
bility space, it holds that Dk (P||Q) > 0, with equality if and only
if P = Q. It is an easy observation that

I(A; B| C) = Dgr(P(ABC) || P(AIC)P(BIC)P(C))  (6)

for any probability distribution P.

Let R be a multiset of tuples over the attribute set Q = {X1,..., X},
and let |R| = N. The empirical distribution associated with R is the
multivariate probability distribution over D1 X- - - X Dp, that assigns
a probability of P(t) £ N to every tuple t in R with multiplicity
K. When R is a relation instance, and hence a set of N tuples, its
empirical distribution is the uniform distribution over its tuples,
i.e. P(t)=1/N for all teR, and so its entropy is H(Q) = log N. For
a relation instance R € Rel(Q), we let Pg denote the empirical dis-
tribution over R. For @ C [n], we denote by X,, the set of variables
Xi, i € a, and denote by R(Xy=x,) the subset of tuples t € R where

PODS 23, June 18-23, 2023, Seattle, WA, USA

t[Xq|=xq, for fixed values x,. When Pp is the empirical distribution
over R then the marginal probability is Pg (XO,:xa):W.

Lee [18, 19] formalized the following connection between data-
base constraints and entropic measures. Let (77, y) be a join tree
(Definition 2.1). The J-measure is defined as:

def

J(T 0% Y Hx@)- > H(r(w)nx(2)-H(x(T))
nodgg(‘]') e(dvglézz’(g%

™)
where H is the entropy (see (2)) taken over the empirical distribution
associated with R. We abbreviate J (7, y) with J(7), or J, when
T, x are clear from the context. Observe that J depends only on
the schema S defined by the join tree, and not on the tree itself. For a
simple example, consider the MVD X — U|V|W and its associated
acyclic schema {XU, XV, XW}. For the join tree XU — XV — XW, it
holds that J = H(XU) + H(XV) + H(XW) — 2H(X) — H(XUVW).
Another join tree is XU — XW — XV, and J is the same. Therefore,
if S is acyclic, then we write J(S) to denote J(7") for any join
tree of S. When S = {XZ, XY}, then the 7 -measure reduces to the
conditional mutual information (see (4)), to wit J(S) = I(Z; Y|X).

THEOREM 2.1. ([19]) Let S be an acyclic schema over Q, and
let R be a relation instance over Q. Then R = AJD(S) if and only if
JS)=0.

In the particular case of a standard MVD, Lee’s result implies
that R E X —» Y|Z if and only if I(Y; Z|X) = 0 in the empirical
distribution associated with R.

2.3 MVDs and Acyclic Join Dependencies

Beeri et al. [3] have shown that an acyclic join dependency defined
by the acyclic schema S, over m relation schemas, is equivalent
to m — 1 MVDs (called its support). In [14], this characterization
was generalized as follows. Let (77, y) be the join tree correspond-
ing to the acyclic schema S. Root the tree 7~ at node u1, orient
the tree accordingly, and let u1, ..., um be a depth-first enumer-
ation of nodes(7"). Thus, u; is the root, and for every i > 1,
parent(u;) is some node u; with j < i. For every i, we define

def def def
Qi T (i), Qisj = Upzij Qeoand A; = y(parent(u;)) N x(up).

By the running intersection property (Definition 2.1) it holds that
A = Ql:(i—l) N Q;.

THEOREM 2.2. ([14]) Let (7, y) be a join tree over variables
x(T) = Q, where nodes(7) = {u1,...,um} with corresponding
bags Q; = x(u;). Then:

m

max 1(Q1, 15 QimlAi) < T (7o) £ D111 LimlA)

i€e[2,m

i=2
®)
Since the support of (77, y) are precisely the MVDs
{A;i » Ql:(i—1)|Qi:m}i€[2,ml: )

then (8) generalizes the result of Beeri et al. [3].

Definition 2.2 (models 77). We say that a relation instance R
over attributes Q models the join tree (77, y), denoted R | 7T if
I(Q1,(i=1); Qizm|A;i) = 0 for every i € [2,m].
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3 CHARACTERIZING ACYCLIC SCHEMAS
WITH KL-DIVERGENCE

Let X & {X1,...,Xn} be a set of discrete random variables over
domains D(X;), and let P(X1,...,Xy,) be a joint probability distri-
bution over X. Let x € D(X1) X --- X D(Xy). For a subset Y C X,
we denote by x[Y] the assignment x restricted to the variables Y.
We denote by P[Y] the marginal probability distribution over Y.

Let (7, y) be a join tree where nodes(7") = {u1,...,um}. Let
S ={Q1,...,Qm} be the acyclic schema associated with (77, y)
over the variables Q = y(77), where Q; = y(u;).

ProposSITION 3.1. Let P(X1,...,X,) be any joint probability dis-
tribution over n variables, and let (T, x) be a join tree where y(77) =
{X1,...,Xn}. Then P |= T (Definition 2.2) if and only if P = P
where:
def 1_[721 PLQ;](x[Qi])

[T PN (<[ Ai])

where P[Q;] (P[A;]) denote the marginal probabilities over Q; (A;).

Py(x1,...,xn) (10)

The proof of Proposition 3.1 is deferred to Appendix A. It follows
from Definition 2.2, and a simple induction on the number of nodes
in7.

In this section, we refine the statement of Proposition 3.1 and
prove the following variational representation.

THEOREM 3.2. Forany joint probability distribution P(X1, ..., X,)
and any join tree (T, ) with y(T) ={Xi,...,Xn} it holds that

J(T) = gl':ir;_DKL(P“Q) = DL (P||Py) (11)

In words, this theorem states that when the join tree (77, y) is
given, then out of all probability distributions Q over Q = {Xi,...,Xp}
that model 7~ (see (10)), the one closest to P in terms of KL-Divergence,
is Pg~. Importantly, this KL-divergence is precisely J (7) (i.e., T (7) =
D1 (P||Pg)). While the Theorem holds for all probability distri-
butions P, a special case is when P is the empirical distribution
associated with relation R. The proof of Theorem 3.2 follows from
the following two lemmas, interesting on their own, and is deferred
to the complete version of this paper [15].

LEMMA 3.3. Let P(X1,...,Xn) be ajoint probability distribution
over n random variables, and let T~ be a join tree over X1, . .., Xy, with
bags Q1,...,Qm. Then P[Q;] = P [Q;] for everyi € [1,m], and
P[A;] = Py[A;] foreveryie [1,m—1].

The proof of Lemma 3.3 follows from an easy induction on m,
the number of nodes in the join tree 77, and is deferred to Appendix
A.

LEmMA 3.4. The following holds for any joint probability distribu-

tion P(X1,...,Xy), and any join tree T over variables X1, . .., Xp:
arg min Dgr (P||Q) = Py (12)
OFT
ProOF. From Lemma 3.3 we have that, for every i € {1,...,m},

Py[Q;] = P[Q;] where, Q; = y(u;). Since A; C Q;, then Ps-[A;] =
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P[A;]. Now,
. . P(Xl,u-,xn)]
min Dgy (P = min Ep |log ————= 13
Sy P (PlIQ) = iy, P[ & 0(X1, - Xn) ()
. [ P(X1,...,Xn) Pq(X1,....Xn)
= min Ep |log .
QT PT(Xl,...,Xr,) Q(Xl,...,Xn)
(14)
. PT(XL..-,Xn)]
= Dk (P||Py) + min Ep |log ————=
kL (P||Pr) Sain Ep g 00X, Xn)
(15)

Since the chosen distribution Q(X) has no consequence on the
first term Dgy (P||Py), we take a closer look at the second term,
mingp7 Ep [log M] Since Q [ 7, then by Proposi-

Q(Xl,---,Xn)
. . _ IIE, ol9u(X[€:])
tion 3.1 it holds that Q(X1,...,Xy) = T Ol T (X[AL])

in what follows, we refer to Q as Qg In the remainder of the proof
we show that:

. Hence,

Pyr(X1,...,Xn) _ Pyr(X1,...,Xn)
P S x| [ o x| )
= Dyr (PO, (17)

where the last equality follows from (5). Since Dk, (Py||Qg) = 0,
with equality if and only if Py = Qq, then choosing Q4 to be P4~
minimizes Dy (P||Q), thus proving the claim. The remainder of
the proof, proving (16), follows from Lemma 3.3 which states that
P[Qi] = P7[Q;] for every i € [1,m], and P[A;] = Pq[A;] for
every j € [m — 1]. The proof is quite technical, and hence deferred
to Appendix A. O

4 SPURIOUS TUPLES: A LOWER BOUND
BASED ON J(7)

Let PR be the empirical distribution over a relation instance R with
N tuples and n attributes Q = {X1, ..., Xy }. That is, the probability
associated with every record in R is ﬁ Let 7~ be any junction tree
over the variables Q, and let S « {Q1,...,Qm} where Q; = y(u;).
By Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 3.2, it holds that R |= AJD(S) if and
only if J(7°) = Dk (P||P7) = 0. In what follows, given an acyclic
schema S, we provide a lower bound for p(R, S) that is based on
its associated junction tree J (7).

LEMMA 4.1. Let P be the empirical distribution over a relation
instance R with N tuples, and let S = {Q1, ..., Qpm} denote an acyclic
schema with junction tree (7, x). Then:

J(T) < log(1+p(R,S)). (18)
Soif p(R,S) =0, then J(T") =0 as well.

ProoF. From Theorem 3.2 we have that

J(T) = Dkr(P||P7), (19)
where
P4 = arg min Dy (P||Q) (20)
QFT
Let us define
Qru = argmin Dgr(P||Q), (21)
QFT,

Q is uniform



Quantifying the Loss of Acyclic Join Dependencies
and verify that such a distribution Qg always exists: Let R’ dzeiwﬁ 1
I, (R). Let Q7y denote the empirical distribution over R’. By
construction, Qry is a uniform distribution (i.e., over tuples R’),
and Qry E 7.

By definition, we have that |R’| = N(1+p(R,S)), where |[R| = N,
and p(R, S) is the loss of S with respect to R (see (1)).

By limiting the minimization region to uniform distributions,
the minimum can only increase. Therefore:

J(T) = Dk (P||P7) < Dk (P|IQrv) (22)
Evaluating the KL-divergence term on the right hand side, and
using the fact that Q7y is uniform, we get:

P(r)
= 1
Dkr(PlIQrv) ;mm%wm (23)
vl 1/N
_E%Nk%1KN+N*MR$) (24)
- ;e%log(l+p(R,S)) (25)
=log(1+ p(R,S)) (26)

Hence, J(7) < log(1 + p(R,S)), and p(R,S) > 2J(7) —1 O

The following simple example shows that the lower bound of (18)
is tight. That is, there exists a family of relation instances R, and a
schema S where J(S) = log(1 + p(R, S)).

Example 4.1. Let Q = {A, B}, where D(A) = {a1,...,an} and
D(B) ={b1,...,bN} where D(A) N D(B) = 0. Let

R={t1 =(a1,b1),....,tn = (an,bN)} (27)
be a relation instance over Q. By definition, Pg(t;) = ﬁ Noting that
H(A) = H(B) = H(AB) = log N (see (2)), we have that I(A; B) =
log N (see (4)). Now, consider the schema S = {{A}, {B}}, and let
R’ = I4(R) » Hp(R). Clearly, |R’| = N2, and p(R,S) = N -1
(see (1)). In particular, we have that J(S) = I(A;B) = logN =
log(1 + p(R,S)), and that this holds for every N > 2.

5 SPURIOUS TUPLES: AN UPPER BOUND
BASED ON MUTUAL INFORMATION

In the previous section, we have shown that given a relation R and
an acyclic schema S defined by a join tree 7, it holds that log(1 +
p(R,S)) = J(T) (Lemma 4.1). In this section, we derive an upper
bound on p(R, S) in terms of an information-theoretic measure. To
this end, recall that Theorem 2.2 shows that if {Q1, ..., Q,,} are the
bags of 7, then J (7)) < X125 I(Q1:i-1; Qizm | Aj). Thatis, T (T)
is upper bounded by the sum of the conditional mutual information
of the m—1 MVDs in the support 7, given by A; > Q1:i—1|Qj:m, for
i€[2,m] 1 In this section, we relate this sum of conditional mutual
information of the m — 1 MVDs in the support 7~ to an approximate
upper bound on p(R, S), which holds with high probability.

To this end, we begin by relating the relative number of spurious
tuples of the relation R of a schema S, that is p(R, S), with the

spurious tuples of each of the MVDs in its support. Concretely, let
!More accurately, the MVD should be written as ¢; & A; -»
(Q1:-1\A1) | (Qi:m\A;), so that the bags are disjoint. However, it can be
easily shown, using the chain rule of the mutual information [9, Theorem 2.5.2],
that I(Q1:5-1; Qicm | Ai) = I(Q1:i-1\Ai; Qizm\A; | A;), and so we adopt the
simplified notation for MVD.
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oi £ Aj —» Q1:i-1|Qi:m be the ith MVD in the support of 7. Then,
the relative number of spurious tuples for ¢; is defined as
o 1Moy, (R) > T, (R) - R
PR, $i) & = :
IR|
PROPOSITION 5.1. Let a relation R be given, and let S be an acyclic

schema over the attributes of R with join tree T, whose support are
the MVDs ¢; = Aj » Q1:i-1|Qi:m, fori € [2, m]. Then,

(28)

log [1+p(R,S)] < Zlog [1+p(R ¢1)]. (29)
i=2

Proor. We prove by induction on the number of MVDs (or
nodes) in the schema. Let m be the number nodes (and m — 1 be
the number of MVDs) in the schema. The base case m — 1 < 1 is
immediate. Assuming it holds for m — 1 < k, we prove the claim
for m — 1 = k. Let 7 be a join tree representing k MVDs (and
hence k + 1 nodes). Let uy,q be a leaf in this join tree with parent
p £ parent(u,1). Let 7’ be the join tree where nodes uy,1 and p
are merged to the node u” where Q(u") = Q(ug,1) U Q(p). Hence,
by the induction hypothesis

k
L+p(RT) <[ [ [1+p(R ¢0)]. (30)
i=2

Now, let R’ =l><li.‘=1 R[Q;]. Consider the MVD ¢y 1 = Q(ugy1) N
Q(p) » Q(ups1)|Q k. Then, R” Z Mg, , (R') »< g, (R) and
by the induction hypothesis, |[R”’| < |R’| - [1 + p(R, ¢x)]. By (30),
k
R <R[ [[1+p(R¢0)], (31)
i=2
and hence |R”| < |R|- ]_[{:'21 [1+p(R, ¢i)], which proves claim. O

Proposition 5.1 reduces the problem of upper bounding log[1 +
p(R, S)] to bounding each of the terms log[1+p(R, ¢;)] in (29), each
of them corresponding to the relative number of spurious tuples
of the m — 1 MVDs in the support of 7. Considering an arbitrary

MVD, which we henceforth denote for simplicity by ¢ e AlB,
Lemma 4.1 implies the lower bound log[1+ p(R, ¢;)] = I(A; B | C),
since an MVD is a simple instance of an acyclic schema. However,
obtaining an upper bound on log[1 + p(R, ¢;)] in terms of I(A; B |
C) is challenging because the mutual information I(A; B | C) varies
wildly for an MVD ¢ even when p(R, ¢) and the domains sizes

da, dp and de remain constant (where d4 S [TI4(R)|, and similarly
for dg and dc¢). Figure 1 illustrates this phenomenon in the simple
case in which d¢ = 1 and so C is a degenerated random variable, and
da = dp. In other words, the value I(A; B | C) depends on the actual
contents of the relation instance R. However, while I(A;B | C)
might not be an accurate upper bound to log[1 + p(R, ¢)] for an
arbitrary relation, it may hold that it is an approximate upper bound
for most relations. Therefore, we next propose a random relation
model, in which the tuples of the relation R are chosen at random.
We then establish an upper bound on log[1 + p(R, ¢)] that holds
with high probability over this randomly chosen relation.

DEFINITION 5.2 (RANDOM RELATION MODEL). Let Q & {X1,....Xn}

be a set of attributes with domains D (X1), ..., D(Xn), and assume
def

wlo.g. that D(X;) = [di] for {di}}; C Ny. Let N € N, be given
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such that0 < N <[], d;. Let S be a set of N tuples chosen uni-
formly at random from X\, [d;], without replacement. Given S, we
let Ps denote the empirical distribution over S:

n 1
%=, (f1,t2,...,ty) €S
P Xi=1¢; —{N 32
s Q{ +=h} {O, otherwise (32)

forany (61,0, ..., ;) € XL [di].

In other words, in the random relational model R is chosen
uniformly at random from the set of possible relations of size N,
that is, from the set R(Q) N {R: |R| = N}. The next proposition
states that the existence of a high probability bound on the relative
number of spurious tuples associated with an arbitrary MVD ¢,
implies the existence of a high-probability upper bound on the
relative number of spurious tuples log[1 + p(R, S)] associated with
an acyclic schema S.

PROPOSITION 5.3. Let €(¢, N, 5) > 0 where ¢ £ec» A|B is an
MVD, § € (0,1), and R is a random relation over attributes ABC,
where |R| = N. Let S = {Q1,...,Qm} be an acyclic schema over
the attributes of R with join tree 7. If the random relation R satisfies
log[1+ p(R, ¢)] < I(A;B| C) +€(¢, N, 9), with probability larger
than 1l — %,for all MVDs ¢; dzyAi » Q1:i-1|Qi:m in the support
of S. Then:

m
log [1+4p(R )] < 3 1(Qui-1; Qum | M) +e (33)
i=2

S(m=-DI(T)+ ) e (34)
i=2

with probability 1 — 5, where e; £ € (Ai » 0Q1:i-1|Qi:m, N, %)

def

Proor. For the MVD ¢; = A; » Q1:i-1|Qj:.m, it holds that
1)
log[1+ p(R,$)] < I(Qu:i-1; Qizm | Ai) +€ (¢i>N> m) (35)

with probability larger than 1— % Then, (33) follows from Propo-
sition 5.1, and a union bound over the m — 1 MVDs {¢;}", in the
support of S. The bound (34) follows from (8) in Theorem 2.2. O

Hence, the problem of deriving an upper bound on log[1 +
p(R,S)], which holds with high probability, is reduced to the prob-
lem of showing thatlog[1+p(R, ¢)] < I(A; B | C)+€e(¢, N, 6) holds
with high probability for an MVD ¢ e > A|B, in the setting
of the random relational model, assuming that the relation size is
fixed to N. In other words, it now suffices to prove the probabilis-
tic upper bound for a single MVD in the random relation model
(Definition 5.2).

In what follows, we focus on a single MVD, denoted ¢ e
A|B, and where dy4, dg and d¢ are the domain sizes of A, B, and C,
respectively. Then, for any S C [da] X [dp] X [dc]

1
Ps [A:a,B:b,czc]:{W’ @he)es (36)
0, otherwise
forany (a,b,c) € [da]Xx[dg]x[dc], and the relation is such that the
set S is chosen uniformly at random from [d4 ] X [dp] X [dc] from all
possible sets of size N. While both the domain sizes d4, dg and d¢
and relation size N are fixed in this model, the mutual information

Batya Kenig and Nir Weinberger

I(A; B | C) is arandom variable due to the random choice of the set
S. Specifically, the random relation instance S € [da] X [dB] X [dc]
where |S| = N, is a random variable, and each specific realization
S = s, defines a triplet of random variables A = I14(s), Bs = IIp(s)
and Cs & IIc(s). Consequently, every such set s defines various
information theoretic measures, such as H(As), I(As; Bs | Cs), and
so on. Furthermore, a random choice of S makes these information
measures random quantities themselves, for example, H(Ag) and
I(As; Bs | Cs) are random variables. In a similar fashion, if we let
Rs denote the random relation defined by S, then p(Rs, ¢) is again a
random variable. Our main result regarding the mutual information
of an MVD is as follows:

THEOREM 5.1 (CONFIDENCE BOUND OF THE RANDOM MUTUAL
INFORMATION OF AN MVD). Let § € (0,1). Assume w.lo.g. that

da > dp, denoted & max{da,dc} and assume further that

_ 4d
N > 256d4d log (%) . (37)
Let
= 6Ndc
) o |dadlog? (—(S 6)
€ ($N,8) =60\ —————— (38)

N
IfRs is drawn from the random relation model of Definition 5.2, then

log [1+p(Rs,¢)| < I(Ag;Bs | Cs) +€* (. N.5)  (39)
with probability larger than 1 — 6.

The proof of Theorem 5.1 is fairly complicated, and is discussed
in detail in Section 5.1. Theorem 5.1 shows that, with high probabil-
ity, the upper bound log [1 + p(Rs, ¢>)] < I(As; Bs | Cs) approxi-
mately holds, up to an additive factor of O(+/ds max{da,dc}/N),
where the O(-) hides logarithmic terms. This result is suitable for
large domain sizes, and when the number of tuples N is proportional
to the domain sizes. More accurately, the bound holds whenever
N = Q(dadc), where Q(-) hides logarithmic terms (condition (37)),
which is a mild condition when targeting a low fraction of spurious
tuples. So, when § is fixed to some desired reliability, and the qualify-
ing condition (37) holds, then the deviation term in the claim of The-

orem 5.1 is given by €*(¢, N, §) = O(\/max{d?,dsdc)/N). Hence,
when N increases as N = @&(max{d?,dadc}), then €*(¢, N, 8)
vanishes. For example, if d4 = dp = dc = d, then the deviation
term is €* (4, N, 5) = O( d?log”(Nd) IO%S(Nd)
vanishes if N = w(d? log®(Nd)). As a more concrete example, if
N = %d3, then the deviation term is €*(¢, N, 5) = O( W)
which vanishes at a rather fast rate with increasing d. Moreover,

the dependency of the deviation term in § is mild, and scales as
10g3/2(1/5) which is close to a sub-exponential dependence.2

). and this deviation term

5.1 Proof of Theorem 5.1: A Confidence
Interval for the Mutual Information

In this section, we discuss in detail the proof of Theorem 5.1. We fo-
cus on the case in which C is a degenerate random variable (dc = 1)
since the main components of the proof are already present in this

2For sub-exponential random variables, the dependence on & is log( %) [6].
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Fig. 1 Mutual information scattering vs. log(1 + p) fordc = 1 and d4 = dg = d. In this ex-
periment, we fixed the percentage of spurious tuples p (R, S), and accordingly randomly generated
N def dadp

~ (1+p(RS))
ing mutual information. As can be seen, as the database grows, the mutual informatio approaches
log(1+ p).

tuples from the random relation model (Definition 5.2), and plotted the result-

simple case. When d¢ = 1, the conditional mutual information is
reduced to the standard mutual information I(Ag; Bs). In turn, the
random set S which determines the random relation is chosen uni-
formly at random from all subsets of [d4] X [dp] of a given size. To
avoid confusion with the non-degenerate model, we denote this size
by 7 (rather than by N) whenever dc = 1. The mutual information
can then be decomposed as I(Ag; Bs) = H(As)+H(Bs)—H(As, Bs)
[9, Section 2.4], and by the definition of the random model, Rs =
(As, Bs) is distributed uniformly over the possible sets of size 7.
Thus H(Ag, Bs) = log n with probability 1 (over the choice of S),
and I(As; Bs) = H(As) + H(Bs) — logn. Due to symmetry, the
analysis of H(As) and H(Bg) is analogous, and so we next focus
on the former. The main ingredient of the proof of Theorem 5.1 is
a confidence interval for the random entropy H(As), when Ag is
chosen from a random relation model similar to the one of Defi-
nition 5.2, albeit with a degenerated C, that is, dc = 1. At a later
stage, we discuss the generalization of this reuslt to dc > 1. The
confidence bound on H(Ag) is as follows:

THEOREM 5.2. Let Ag be drawn according to the random relation
model of Definition 5.2 withdc =1 and N = 1. Assume w.Lo.g. that
da > dg and that

12
n > 128d, log( id"‘). (40)
Then, for any probability § € (0, 1) it holds that
da log3(%)
logdy > H(As) > logds — 20 — (41)

with probability 1 — §, over the random choice of the set S.

The proof of Theorem 5.2 comprises most of the proof of The-
orem 5.1, and requires a diverse set of mathematical techniques,
discussed in Section 5.2. For now, taking the result of Theorem 5.2
as given, a high probability bound on the value of I(Ag; Bs) for the
random relation model with degenerated C can be obtained as a
simple corollary to Theorem 5.2, as follows:
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— 1. Then, under the same as-

COROLLARY 5.2.1. Letp = _dA';ds

sumptions of Theorem 5.2,

da logB(%”)
—
with probability 1 — 8, over the random choice of the set S.

I(As; Bs) = log (1 +p) —40 (42)

Corollary 5.2.1 will be used in the proof of Theorem 5.1. Beyond
that, it also reveals the tightness of the mutual information bound
in the simpler setting of a degenerated MVD (dc = 1). Indeed,
since As C [da] and Bs C [dg] for all realizations of S, then

p(Rs, P) < % — 1 =p. Thus, Corollary 5.2.1 implies

dalogd( 22
I(As;Bs) > log[1+p(R5,¢)] Ty s 03;7(5),

but actually shows the stronger bound (42).

(43)

Proof outline of Theorem 5.1. At this point, let us take the results
of Theorem 5.2 and Corollary 5.2.1 as granted. Then, the proof of
Theorem 5.1 is essentially a generalization of the result of Theorem

5.2 to the case in which dc > 1. Let us define Ry & oc=¢(R). Then,
in the random relation model Ng(¢) = |R;| is a random variable, and
beyond the randomness in the joint distribution of (Ag, Bs) when
conditioned on any C = ¢, there is also randomness in the number of
tuples in the random relation, whenever C = £. Hence, the mutual
information conditioned on the specific value of C = ¢, to wit,
I(As; Bg | Cs = ), is drawn from the random model in Definition
5.2 with N being replaced by Ns(¢) (the latter being a random
variable due to the random choice of S). The result of Corollary
5.2.1, regarding the mutual information of a pair of random variables
Ag, Bg, can then be used conditionally on Cs = ¢, where 7 is being
replaced by Ng(¢). In order for this result to hold, the qualifying
condition of Corollary 5.2.1, to wit Ng(£) > 128d4 log(%),
should hold for all £ € [dc]. The proof begins by showing that this
condition indeed holds for all ¢ € [dc] with high probability. This
is proved in Lemma C.1 in Appendix C, and is based on the fact that
Ns(?) is a hypergeometric random variable, and on a concentration
result by Serfling [25] for such random variables. The proof then
assumes that all the following holds: (I) For all ¢ € [dc], Ns(¢) is
sufficiently large so that the qualifying condition of Corollary 5.2.1
holds. (II) For each ¢ € [dc], the confidence bound in Corollary
5.2.1 holds. (IIT) H(Cs) is close to log dc.

Specifically, Lemma C.1 assures that the first condition holds
with high probability; Corollary 5.2.1 assures that the second condi-
tion holds with high probability; a simple modification of Theorem
5.2 shows that the third condition holds with high probability. By
the union bound, the event in which the sets C [da] X [dg] X [dc]
simultaneously satisfies properties (I), (II) and (III) has high prob-
ability. The proof is completed by considering a set s € [da] X
[dp] x [dc], which satisfies properties (1), (I) and (III), and relating
log[1+ p(Rs, ¢)] to the mutual information. Concretely, an applica-
tion of the log sum inequality (Lemma D.8 in Appendix D), shows
that (see (335))

log [1 +p(Rs, ¢7)] < logdc — H(Cs)

+ Z PICs = £]log [1+P,(0)], (44)
teldc]
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which can be bounded by conditional mutual information, and an
additional additive deviation term, utilizing the aforementioned
assumption that s satisfies properties (I), (I) and (III).

5.2 Confidence Bound of the Conditional
Entropy

In this section, we describe the proof of the confidence interval
in Theorem 5.2, which is comprised of three main steps on its
own: (I) A bound on the expected value of H(Ag), which is shown
to be asymptotically close to logdy under the random relation
model. (I) A concentration result of H(Ag) to its expected value.
(IT) A combination of these bounds. In the next two subsections
we provide a formal statement of the first two steps, and outline
their proof. The full proof is deferred to Appendix B, along with
the third part (which is more technical in its nature) and completes
the proof of Theorem 5.2.

5.2.1 The expected value of the entropy. In this section, we state
a bound on the average mutual information E[H(Ag)] and outline
its proof. Let us denote, for notational brevity,

2log(d)
Vi
PROPOSITION 5.4 (BOUNDS ON THE EXPECTED ENTROPY). Assume

thatdy > dp and thatn > 60da. If S is chosen uniformly at random
from one of the possible subsets of [d4] X [dB] of size j then

c@d & (45)

0 <logds —E[H(As)] < C(dp), (46)
where C(d) is as defined in (45). An analogous result hold for H(Bg):
0 < logdp — E[H(Bs)] < C(da). (47)

We next present the main ideas of the proof of Proposition 5.4.
As a first step, we identify that the expected value E[H(Ag)] is, in
fact, a conditional entropy H(A | S), to wit,

E [H(As)] = Z P[S=s]-H(As) = H(A|S). (48)

The crux of the proof of Proposition 5.4 requires lower bounding
H(A | S). Nonetheless, to illuminate the challenge in the proof,
it is insightful to first note that as conditioning reduces entropy [9,
Theorem 2.6.5], and so

H(A|S) < H(A). (49)
Using the symmetry of the distribution of the set S, it follows that
H(A) =logdy (see Lemma B.1 in Appendix B for a rigorous proof)
. So, Proposition 5.4 states that H(A | S) is close to its unconditional
value H(A), up to C(dp). In other words, we need to show that
the conditioning (over the random variable S) only slightly reduces
entropy in (49).

To further delve into the proof of this property, we closely in-
spect H(A | S). For any (i, j) € [da] X [dB], we define the random
variable Us(i, j) & I{(i,j) € S}}, which indicates if the tuple
(i, j) is in the random relation Rg (see Definition 5.2). By sym-
metry, P(Us(i,j) = 1) = dA’]dB for all (i, j) € [da] X [dg], and
hence {Us (i, /) } (i, j) e[da]x[d5] @r€ identically distributed. The val-
ues {Us (i, /) } (i, j) e[da | x [dp] Uniquely determine Rg, and so also the
entropy H(As). However, {Us(i, /) } (i, j)e[da|x[ds] are dependent
random variables, and such random variables are typically more
difficult to handle than independent ones. Letting Ys = Y5(1) £
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% 2 je[ds] Us(L, j), it can be shown that (see (112) in Appendix
B)
H(A|S) = -%adBg [Ys - log(Ys)] + log dl. (50)
n B

Noting that f(¢) £y log(t) is a convex function on R4, one obtains
from Jensen’s inequality that

—E[Ys - log(Ys)| < —E[Ys] log E[Ys], (51)

and since E(Ys) = dA'] a5 it immediately follows that
H(A|S) <logdys = H(A), (52)

as is already known from the conditioning reduces entropy prop-
erty (49). From the above discussion, we deduce that in order to
obtain a lower bound on H(A | S), which is close to H(A) = logd,
it is required to show that the Jensen-based bound in (51) is close to
an equality. Trivially, if Y5 had been a deterministic quantity, then
any Jensen-based inequality is satisfied with equality, and specifi-
cally (51). Continuing this line of thought, one expects that if Ys is
tightly concentrated around its expected value (i.e., “close” to being
deterministic), then (51) approximately holds with equality. Indeed,
such relations have been extensively explored via the functional
entropy of a non-negative random variable X, defined as

Ent(X) £ E [X log X] - E[X] log [E(X)] . (53)
The functional entropy® is non-negative, and is conveniently upper
bounded via logarithmic Sobolev inequalities (LSIs) [6, Chapter 5].
Specifically, these inequalities bound Ent(X) by the Efron-Stein
variance of X [6, Chapter 5], which in turn quantifies the concen-
tration of Y around its expected value — low Efron-Stein variance
implies tight concentration around the expected value, and thus
low functional entropy by LSIs. Therefore, the proof addresses
the bounding of Ent(Ys). Nonetheless, LSIs are typically derived
for functions of independent random variables, whereas here, as
discussed, Ys 4 i Yjelds] Us(1, j) is an average of dependent
random variables. To address this matter, we define a new set of
random variables {V(j)}je[q,]> s0 that each V(j) has the same
marginal distribution as Us(1, j), but where the {V(j)}e[ay,] are

independent. In other words, {V(j)};e[d,] is a set of Bernoulli

_n_
dadp’

asymmetric. We then define Y = % Y je[dg] V(J), and instead of

random variables for which P[V(j) = 1] = thus possibly

directly bounding Ent(Ys) as is required for the proof, we bound
Ent(Y) and the difference between the two functional entropies,
to wit, we write

Ent(Ys) = Ent(Y) + [Ent(Ys) — Ent(Y)], (54)

and then separately bound each of the terms. Denoting 5 £ % -1

(which is an upper bound on the relative number of spurious tuples),
we show in Lemma B.2 in Appendix B that

2plog(1/p) 1

5 < .
Ent(Y) < -7 .

(55)

The proof of Lemma B.2 is based on a LSI for the asymmetric
Bernoulli random variables {V (j)} j¢[45] [6, Chapter 5], along with

a careful bounding of the Efron-Stein variance of Y. The next term

3Not to be confused with the Shannon entropy of a random variable H(Y), see [6].
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in the decomposition of Ent(Ys) in (54) is absolutely bounded in
Lemma B.3 in Appendix B as

2
Ent(Ys) - Ent(?)( <1 /21%13(013). (56)

Summing the bounds on Ent(Y) and | Ent(Ys) — Ent(Y)] leads to
a bound on Ent(Ys), which in turn shows that the Jensen-bound in
(51) is close to equality. This shows that H(A | S) < logd4 in fact
approximately achieved, up to the defined vanishing term C(dp).

5.2.2 The concentration to the expected value of the entropy.
We next discuss the second step of the proof of Theorem 5.2. We
state a concentration bound on H(Ag) to E[H(Ag)] and outline its
proof. For brevity, for t € Ry, we denote

h(t) € tlog(1+1). (57)

PROPOSITION 5.5. Assume that dy > dp, thatn > 60d4 and that
n < dadp — dp. Then, it holds that

P [|H(As) — E[H(As)]| > t]

1 _»n 1 n r
< 5 e 12 +§exp {—Eh(m)ﬁ'éllog(ﬂ)}, (58)
where

8da } . (59)

r = max {O,t— — —C(dp)
n
Previously, in Section 5.2.1, we defined the random variables

{Us(i, ))}ie[da),jeldg) and then {Ys(i)}ie[q,)- For the proof of
Proposition 5.5 it will be more convenient to use their scaled version

Zs(i) € dp - Ys(i) = . Us(i, ). (60)

jeldsl
By the definition of the random relation model, for each i € [d4],
Zs(i) ~ Hypergeometric(dadp,dp, 1), that is, a hypergeometric
random variable, with population size dsdp, dp success states in the

population, and n draws. We also note that since E[Ys(i)] = dA” I

then E[Zs(i)] = %. Since {Zs(i)};c[q4,] are dependent random
variables, the first step of the proof uses a union bound over all
i € [da], and thus reduces the probability required to be bounded
to just a single one of them, say Zs(1). Specifically, the first step of
the proof (see (208) in Appendix B) shows that

P [|H(As) - E[H(Ag)]| > t]

g(é) _EHAT
n da

L1 e

<dy-P P
A

where Zs = Zs(1), and g(t) &y log t. Thus, the probability that
the entropy is close to its expected value is bounded by the proba-
bility that a function of a hypergeometric random variable is close
to its expectation. To bound the latter probability, we aim to use
known concentration results, and specifically, concentration of Lip-
schitz functions of Poisson random variables. Therefore, the next
step is to replace the hypergeometric random variable Zg with a
Poisson random variable W ~ Poisson(%), which has the same

mean E[W] = % = E[Zs]. As is well known, the binomial distri-
bution (and more generally, the multinomial distribution) can be

“Poissonized” in the sense that the probability of any event under
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the binomial distribution is upper bounded by the same probabil-
ity under the Poisson distribution, with a proper factor [21, Thm.
5.7]. The hypergeometric is known to behave similarly to the bi-
nomial distribution, ,and so one may expect that it can also be
“Poissonized”. Lemma B.4 in Appendix B, which is a preliminary
step to the proof of Proposition 5.5, shows this Poissonization effect,
and states the proper condition and constants. Its statement and
results are general, and may be of independent interest. Equipped
with the “Poissonization bound”, Zg can be replaced by W, and as
a result, the bound in (61) is further upper bounded with a simi-
lar bound, except that the hypergeometric random variable Zg is
replaced with a Poisson random variable W, and a larger multiplica-
tive pre-factor (21d§1 instead of just d4) The next matter to address
is that g(¢) = —t log t is not a Lipschitz function since its derivative
is unbounded for ¢t | 0 as well as ¢ T co (note that while Zg < dg
with probability 1, W is unbounded). We first address the t | O case.
Since W is supported on integers, the minimal non-zero argument
possible for g(%) is 1/n. So, if we restrict t € [% 1] then g(¢) isa
Lipschitz function with semi-norm L10g . Based on this observa-
tion we propose a function g, () which well approximates g(¢) on
one hand, and is Lipschitz on the other hand. By an application of
the triangle inequality, the term in (61) is upper bounded as

<) (%)

‘ (W)_E[H(As)]
o) - ElHA9)]

n da *
. (W (W (W E[H(As)]
9’7(7)‘“’7(7) *Egv(ﬂ ST a | @

The first term in (62) is bounded as 1/5 with probability 1 directly
from the construction of the function gy, (¢). The last term in (62) is
bounded in Lemma B.5, whose proof is rather technical, and utilizes
both the bound on the expected value of Proposition 5.4 previously
stated, as well as tools such as Poisson LSI (see Lemma D.5 in Appen-
dix D). The proof continues by bounding the probability that the
middle term in (62) is larger than some value. The main tool for this
bound in a concentration bound for Lipschitz functions of Poisson
random variables. This bound is not used directly, since gy (t) is
not Lipschitz over the entire real line. However, the argument W/
is small enough with high probability, and thus belong to the Lips-
chitz continuous part of this function. Additional approximation
arguments show that this suffices to obtain tight upper bound. The
combination of the bounds for all three terms then establishes the
proof of Theorem 5.2.

6 CONCLUSION

We show that the KL-Divergence is a useful measure for capturing
the loss of an AJD with respect to the number of redundant tu-
ples generated by the acyclic join. Our proposed random database
model has allowed us to establish a high probability upper-bound
on the percentage of redundant tuples, which coincides with the
deterministic lower bound for large databases. Overall, our findings
provide insights into the information-theoretic nature of AJD loss.
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APPENDIX

A PROOFS FOR SECTION 3
ProrosITION 3.1. Let P(X1, . . ., X;,) be any joint probability distribution over n variables, and let (T, y) be a join tree where y(7) = {X1,...,Xn}.
Then P = T (Definition 2.2) if and only if P = Pq- where:

aer [1729 P[] (x[])

63
172" P[A] (x[Ai]) ©

Py(x1,...,xn) =
where P[Q;] (P[A;]) denote the marginal probabilities over Q; (A;).

Proor. We prove both directions by induction on m = |nodes(7")|. If direction: we assume that P = 7 (see Definition 2.2). When m =1
the claim is immediate, so assume that it holds for m > 1, and we prove for |nodes(7)| = m+ 1. So (7, y) is a junction tree over m + 1
nodes. Let upm+1 denote a leaf in 7~ where y(um+1) = Qm+1, and let up = parent(um+1) in 7 where y(up) = Qp. Welet Ay = Qp N Q1.
By the assumption that P |= 7", then by Definition 2.2, we have that I(Q(1.s); Qm+1|Am). Now, create a new junction tree T where nodes
Qm+1 and Qp are combined to a single node uy where y(ux) = Qm+1 U Qp. Since 7 is a junction tree (Definition 2.1), then so is 7. The
set of edges of 7 is a subset of those of 7. Therefore, since P |= 7 then it must hold that P = 7. Since |nodes(7")| = m, then by the
induction hypothesis we have that:

[Ticrm\ (py P[Qil(x[Q:i])
[Tierm-17 P[A:](x[A:])

Since I(Q(1:mm); Cm+1|Am) = 0, and since Qp S Q (1) then I(Qp; Qm+1|Am) = 0. Therefore, P[ y(ux)] =
back in (64) proves the claim for the junction tree 7~ with m + 1 nodes.

For the other direction, we assume that (63) holds, and prove by induction on m = |nodes(7")| that P |= 7. That is, we prove that for
every edge i € edges(7") where i € [m — 1], it holds that I(Q (;_1); Qi|Ai:m) = 0. The claim clearly holds for m = 1 (since edges(7") = 0).
We assume the claim holds for junction trees with at most m > 1 nodes, and prove for a junction tree 7~ with m + 1 nodes. Let u;y+1 be a
leaf node in 7~ with parent up. Let 7 be the junction tree that results from 7~ by removing the node upm+1. By the induction hypothesis

we have that I(Q1.(;_1); Qi:m|A;) for every i € [1,m — 1]. Now, by the assumption of the claim, we have that Py~ = Pg~ - % Since

Pgo(x1,...,%n) = Py (ux) | (x[x (ux)]) (64)

P[Qm+11P[Qp)]

PTAL] . Substituting this

X(T7) = Q(1.m), we immediately get that I(Q1:m; Q@m+1|Am) = 0 as required. O

LEmMA 3.3. Let P(X1,...,Xn) be a joint probability distribution over n random variables, and let T~ be a join tree over X1, ..., Xy, with bags
Q1,...,Qm. Then P[Q;] = P7-[Q;] foreveryi € [1,m], and P[A;] = Pq[A;] foreveryie [1,m—1].

Proor. We prove the claim by by induction on m = |nodes(7")|. By definition of Py, the claim is immediate for m = 1. So, we assume the
claim holds for m > 1, and prove for [nodes(7")| = m + 1. Let u+1 be a leaf node in 7~ where parent(um+1) = up, and Qpm+1 N Qp = Apy.

Consider the tree T’ where nodes(7’) ES nodes(7) \ {um+1}. Let Bt E Qi1 \ A, By the junction tree property (see Definition 2.1),

Bm+1 N Q(1:m) = 0. Accordingly, define P77 (Q \ B+1) = l]__[V"jill—};’[[ngii]]' Since 7 has exactly m nodes, and since up, € nodes(7'), then by
the induction hypothesis, it holds that P[Q,] = P77 [Q)] = Z;{gQP Py (Q). Now,
Z P(Q) = Z Hm P[Qi] ) P[Qm+1] (65)
4 ™ P(A;] PlAm]
X¢9m+1 X¢Qm+1
_PlOmal o T2 PIOi] )
PlAm] 43 TIPTPIA]
P[Q
-l S pr @\ B (67
m] X¢A,
Q
@ 2l 3| Y pr@\ B (69
m X¢EAm \ X€Q,
(b) P[Qm+1]
2 : P[Qp] (69)
P[Am] X;Am P
(© P[Qm+1] _
= P[Am] P[Am] = P[Qm+1]) (70)

where (a) follows since Ay, C Qp, (b) follows from the induction hypothesis, and (c) follows again from A, C Q. O
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LEMMA 3.4.. The following holds for any joint probability distribution P(X1, . ..,Xy), and any join tree T~ over variables X1, ..., Xp:
arg min Dgp,(P||Q) = Py (71)
QFT

ProoF. From Lemma 3.3 we have that, for every i € {1,...,m}, Py-[Q;] = P[Q;] where, Q; = y(u;). Since A; C Q;, then Py-[A;] = P[A;].

P(X1,...,X
min Dk (P||Q) = min Ep [log u] (72)
QFT QFT Q(X1,....Xn)
P(X1,...,X Pyr(Xy,..., X
= min Ep |log (X1 n)  Pr(Xy n)] (73)
OLT Pr(X1,- . Xn)  OX1,-... Xn)
. Pr(Xy,...,Xn)
= Dk (P||Py) + min Ep [10 AL nd 74
Since the chosen distribution Q(X) has no consequence on the first term Dk, (P||Py), we take a closer look at the second term, to wit,

mingpg Ep |log % Since Q | 7, then Q(X3,...,X,) = % (see (10)). Hence, in what follows, we refer to Q as
i=1

Qg In the remainder of the proof we show that:

Py (X1,...,Xn) P (X1,...,Xn)
Ep |log———— | =E log ———~ 75
P OT x| T B 0r (LX) (73)
= Dkr(P7|Q7), (76)

where the last equality follows from (5). Since Dkr (P7||Q7) = 0, with equality if and only if Py = Qg then choosing Qg to be Py
minimizes Dk (P||Q), thus proving the claim. The remainder of the proof follows from the fact that P[Q;] = Py-[Q;] for every i € [1,m],
and P[Aj] = P[Aj] for every j € [m —1].

Py (X1,...,Xn)
P8 S X X
S Y Pl e, PTIed Q) M7 07 (A (x[Ai] o
) 7, o7 [l (x[Qi]) 175 1PT[ Al (x[Ai])
m T ) . T
=Y Pl HﬁzlPT[Q,](x[QlD . P(x) log l'[m 1QT[A](X[A]) -
o) M7, Q7 Il (xlu]) Sy, 177 PT (A (x[A])
T (x[4]) Q7 [Ai](x[Ai])
= P(x) log —_— 4+ P(x) log (79)
E;(X) Zl T[] (x[]) xe;(X) Z A](x[A])
L 71Qi](x) 07[Ai](x)
= [Q ](x)log— [A/](x) log =—=—1"-— (80)
;XE;*Q) T[9Qi](x) ;XEDZ(A) PT[Ai](x
L 719:](x) 07 [Ai] (%)
= 7o ](x)log— T[Ai](x) log 210 (81)
;K;‘Q) T[Q:] (%) ;XEDZ(A) PT[Ai](x
Y\ RS Q7 [A]
= ) Brr o8 5 |+ 2 B [log PT[AIJ] 2
I S L S e
= e ;log orlil ;‘ o Q7 [Ai] ®)
17, PrlQil 17! Pr( A
= 1 _
Ep, 7og ™, 07 (<] g 7T 07 [A] (84)
[ T
=By |l e )
=Dk (P7,07), (86)

and since the right term is nonnegative and equals zero if and only if we choose 07 = P7 | the result follows. O



PODS '23, June 18-23, 2023, Seattle, WA, USA Batya Kenig and Nir Weinberger
A.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2
THEOREM 3.2. For any joint probability distribution P(X1, ..., X,) and any join tree (T, ) with y(T) = {Xi,...,Xn} it holds that

J(T) = gl':ir(}_DKL(PHQ) = Dk (P||Pr) (87)

Proor. From Lemma 3.4, we have that mingpq Dk (P||Q) = Dkr(P||P7), where Py is defined in (10). Therefore, we prove that
J(T) = Dgr(P||Py).

DL (P||Py) = Ep(x) |log m] (88)
P(x )H’” ' P[A](x[A])
= P(x) log (89)
ng(x) | PIQ (x[])
175" PLAT(x[A])
= 1 1
XE;X)P(X) ogP(x)+;P(x) N W THIEIToN) (90)
=-H(X) + ZP(X) log ﬂ PIA;](x[A:])
—ZP(X) 1og]_[p 1(x[Qi]) (91)
=—H(X) + ) P(x) Z log P[A;] (x[A4])
X i=1
- Z P(x) )" log P[] (x[9:]) (92)
i=1
m—1
= —H(X) + D1 PlA(y)log P[A] (y)
i=1 yeD(A;)
—Z D, PIQil(y) log P[Qil(y) (93)
i=1yeD(Q;)
=-H(X) - =" H(A) + 37 H(Q)) (94)
=J(T). (95)
[m]

B PROOF OF THEOREM 5.2 AND COROLLARY 5.2.1

In this section, we prove Theorem 5.2 and afterwards Corollary 5.2.1. We begin with the proof of Theorem 5.2, which is comprised of three
main steps: (I) The proof of Proposition 5.4 (analysis of E[H(Ag)]). (I) The proof of Proposition 5.5 (concentration of H(Ag) to its expected
value). (IIT) A combination of both propositions to establish a confidence interval.

B.1 Proof of Proposition 5.4
Let A be the random variable that agrees with the distribution of A, conditioned on S = s. Bayes rule implies that for any i € [dy4]

P[S P[As = i]. (96)
1= 2.Pls

Before delving into the proof of Proposition 5.4, we note that it is fairly intuitive that A is distributed uniformly over [d4], and so its entropy
equals to log d4. This is rigorously established in the next lemma. An analogous statement holds for B.

LeEMMA B.1. It holds that H(A) = logda and H(B) = log dg.
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Proor. We prove only for A. For any i € [d4], by elementary arguments

P(A=i)= > P(A=iB=)) (97)

jelds]

= P(A=i,B=j,5=5) (98)
2 2

jeldsls: Isl=n

= Z Z P(S=s)-P(A=i,B=j|S=5s) (99)
s: Isl=n jelds]
- Z Z P(S=s)-P(As = i, Bs = j) (100)
s: |s|=n jeldp]
= -%— P(S:s).z %-]I((i,j)es) (101)
st lsl=n j€lds]
= Y 1Y Ps=9 LG es) (102)
jelds] ' s: Tsl=n
_ 9 Z P(S=s) -I((i1) €s) (103)
si Isl=n
:dFB~P[(i,1)€S] (104)
_dg o m _ 1
n dadg  dp (105)
O

We now turn to the more challenging task of bounding the average entropy E[H(Ag)], and the proof of Proposition 5.4, which shows
that E[H(As)] = H(A | S) is close its unconditional value H(A) = logd.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.4. Recall that we denote p & % — 1. Let Us(i, j) & T{(i, j) € S}} be {0, 1} random variables, and further let

et 1 .
Ys()E — > Us(ii)), (106)
B jelds]
for which };c[q,] Ys(i) = % holds with probability 1. It should be noted that {Us(i, j) }ic[d,],je[d] are identically distributed, but not
independent (they are exchangeable). With this notation

Hag) = Y ~2850 1o, (BIW) _db Sy 3y log(vs() + log L, (107)
] ] dp
ie[da] i€[da]
and so
d

BIH(45)] = = " -E[¥5(i) - log(¥s(i))] +log - (108)

i€[dal B
@ —%E [Vs(1) - log(Ys(1))] +log dl (109)

B
® —dAdBE [Ys . log(YS)] +log dl (110)
B
© _dadp (E[Ys] log (E[Ys]) +Ent(Y5)) +log - (111)
1 dp
@ —L_ - Ent(Ys) + logdga, (112)
1+p

where (a) follows from the symmetry of the distribution of S, in (b) we denote Yg £ Ys(1) for brevity, in (c) we define the functional

entropy [6, Chapter 5] of a non-negative random variable X by
def

Ent(X) = E [X log X] - E[X] log [E(X)], (113)

and (d) follows since E[Ys] = ﬁ = %
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We continue the proof by bounding Ent(Ys), with Y5 = t 2 jelds] Us(L, j), and omit the first index (which is constant 1) for notational
brevity. As mentioned before, {Us(j)} je[q4;] are not independent random variables, but as we shall see, this dependence is rather weak.
Each of them (marginally) follows the identical probability distribution

__n _ 1
_dAdB_1+/_)'

Thus, we define another sequence of random variables {V(j)} je[d;] that are i.id.,, and where V (j) is distributed as Us(j), that is

PV(j)=1]=P[Us(j) =1]. (115)

P[Us(j) = 1] = P [I{(1, )) € S}}] (114)

We then denote, analogously to Ys, the random variable ye i 2 jeldg] V(J). We expect that the distribution of Y is close to that of Yg, and
thus upper bound Ent(Ys) as follows:

Ent(Ys) < Ent(7) + |Ent(Y5) - Ent(?)) (116)

2plog(1/p 2log? (1 +p)d

L 2plog(l/p) 1 |2log” (1+7) B)’ 117)
1-p dg (1+p)dp

where the first term in (116) is bounded in the following Lemma B.2, and the second term in (116) is bounded afterwards in Lemma B.3.

Equipped with this bound on Ent(Ys), we return to (112) to obtain

(@) 2plog(1/p) _ |2log?(dp)
E[H(As)] = logda - (1-2Dds N (1+7)%s (118)

(b) 1 2log?(dp)
> logdy — — — | ——= 119
=08 dg (1+7p)%dp 19

( 2
< log s - 24 /logdﬂ, (120)
B

where (a) follows from (112) and (117), (b) follows since %&/ﬁ) < 1forall p > 0, and (c) is a slight weakening of the bound. The result

of the proposition then follows with the definition of C(d) stated in (45). To complete the proof, it remains to establish (117). Next, this is
stated and then proved in Lemmas B.2 and B.3. O

LEMMA B.2. Under the setting of the proof of Proposition 5.4

2plog(1/p) 1

Ent(Y) < )
() < 1-p dp

(121)

def

Proor. Recall that {V(j)}je[d,] are {0, 1} iid. Bernoulli random variables. We denote by R(j) = 2V (j) — 1 the corresponding {-1,1}
variables. Further denote the function

B jelds)

f (RQY).....R(dp)) ZJ% D, R(G)+1), (122)

so that using the above notation, f2(R(1),...,R(dg)) = Yjeldg) VU) = Y. Thus, our goal is to bound Ent(£?2), and to this end, we will
utilize an LSI for asymmetric Bernoulli random variables [6, Chapter 5] restated in Lemma D.1 in Appendix D. Let £(g) be the Efron-Stein
variance of g defined in the statement of Lemma D.1 in (340) (note that it also depends on p, the assumed distribution of {R(j)} je[d,])- Then,
the LSI in Lemma D.1 states that

1-p) 1-p
2y PU-p 1 . .
Ent(g”) < -2 08 &(9) (123)
First, we evaluate the pre-factor in (123). Per our definitions, it holds that
n 1
=P[R(1)=1]=P[Us(1) =1] = —— = ——, 124
p=PIR =1] =PIUs() = 1] = 7= = (124
and so, the pre-factor in the functional entropy bound (123) is
pl-p), 1-p P -
lo = log(1/p). 125
-2 87, - g(1/p) (125)
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Second, we bound the Efron-Stein variance as

2
1 1 .
N =E| >, |\ gz 20 RO+ = fome 37 (DHEIRE) +1) (126)
j<isi\ \ 298 i) \ 248
2
1 , 1 R(j)
=E Z — Z(R(z)+1)— — Z(R()+1)—— (127)
j<isi\ \ 298 i) \ 245 ;3 s
2
1 , 1 Lo2V() -1
=E Z — Z V(z)—J— Z V() - (128)
Jj€ldsl \ dp i€[dgp] dp i€[dg] dp
using V(j) = & RU)H (i-e., returning to {0, 1} random variables). Note that E[V (j)] = % for all j € [dg]. Consider the event
def 1 . 1 .
AT N V) < SE[V()]{. (129)
dg . 2
i€[dp)

Utilizing the relative Chernoft’s bound ((342) in Lemma D.2 in Appendix D) for A (with & = %) results

dp

P[A] < e 207 (130)
On A° (the complementary event of A) it holds that = 1 Z iefdg) V(U ) >
definitely holds that dg > 4(1 +7), and so |%| < E[V(l)]

5 (1 ) Under the assumption of the Proposition 5.4 n > 60dy4 it

We continue with the bound on &(f) as follows:

- (1+ )’
2
1 1 2v
&) =P Bl Y Jd— 3 v<i>—¢d— > v - UL g
. . B . dg
Jjelds] ie[dp] ie[dg]
2
1 . 1 2V (j) -
+E — V(@) — | — \4 — | -I{A}]|. 131
2 a5 r0-\a 5 vo- 5| 1 51
jelds] ic[dg] ie[dg]
We separately bound each of the two terms of (131). For the first term in (131), it holds with probability 1 that
2
1 1 2v(j) -1
Z Jd— Z V(i)—Jd— Z V(i)—% <1 (132)
jetds1\ \ P ic[ds) B ic[dp) b

To see this, note that this trivially holds if all V(i) = 0. Otherwise, we use the fact that the concavity of V# implies that (vt — vt — 7)? for
1

te [%, 1] and |7] < ﬁ is maximized at t = ;- Hence,
2
1 1 2V __9
P El Y | D V- |+ > V- L Al < e T (133)
) dg . dp . dp
Jj€ldsl ieldgp] icldp]
This term decays exponentially fast to zero with dp. For the second term of (131), it holds that % Zie[dg) V() 2 2(1;@ and so
1 L2V -1 1 1 1
- V(i) - > _—— 134
s ie[zd] @ dg  ~2(1+p) 2dg ~ 4(1+p) (134)
B

where the last inequality holds under the assumption that dg > 4(1 + p). On the interval [% Lﬁ 1] the function t — t has maximal
derivative
dvt 11 =

max —— = max —— = =+/1+p. (135)
tel g7y 01] dt tel 77011 2Vt o m
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In other words, the square-root function is (4/1 + p)-Lipschitz on that interval. Thus, for any tg, 1 € [% %, 1] it holds that

Vi = Vir| < VT+7 - Ito - 1. (136)
Applying this to the second term of (131) results
2
1 , 1 . 2V(j) -1
E Z — Z V(l)—d— Z V(i) - | 1 {ac)
d d d
jélds] J B iclds) B iclds) B
<E Z (1+—).l (137)
= . P dB
Jj€ldgl
1+p
<
< (138)

Substituting the bounds (133) and (138) into (131) results

4 — —
8(]!‘) < 6712(1B+E) + 1dj < M

, 139
. I (139)

where the last inequality holds since by the assumption 77 > 60d, it holds that dg > 60(1 + p), and since it can be numerically verified that
el < %Qt for all t > 5. Thus, from the LSI (123), the computation of the pre-factor in (125) and from (139), the entropy of Y is bounded as
claimed in the statement of the lemma (121). o

LemMA B.3. Under the setting of the proof of Proposition 5.4

2
Ent(Ys) —Ent(f/)‘ < ‘/21%;(13). (140)

Proor. Recall that {V(j)};e[4;) are aniid. version of {Us(j)}je[dy] in {0, 1} with equal marginals. Letting g(t) €t log t it holds that

- 1 1
Ent(Ys) ~Ent(V) =E |g| - >, Us()|=g| 7= ), V|- (141)
B jerds) B jerds)

Note that when computing the expectation of the difference, we may assume any joint distribution on {Us(j)} je[az] and {V(/)}je[ds]>
which agrees with the marginals. In what follows we choose them as independent. We further bound

. (a)
Ent(Ys) — Ent(Y) < 2E|g % Z (Us(j) - V(j)) (142)
Jjeldp]
(b) 1
< 29|E @,-6%31 Us() =vN)|| |- (143)

where (a) follows from Lemma D.2, which states that |g(¢) — g(s)| < 2g(]s — ¢]) for s, ¢ € [0, 1], and (b) follows from Jensen’s inequality and
the concavity of g(t). We next upper bound the argument of g(-) (though note that g(t) is only monotonically increasing on t € [0, e71]), as
follows. We begin with Jensen’s inequality that implies

2

E % > wsty-vin)|| < [E % > wsGy=vi)| |- (144)

Jjelds] Jj€ldrl

We next evaluate the inner expectation (inside the square root), while, as said, assuming that {Us(j)} je[a,] are independent of {V(j)} je[dp]-
For any pair of independent random variables X, X such that E[X] = E[X] and E[X2], E[X?] < co it holds that

E[(X - X)?] = BE[X?] - 2E[X]E[X] + E[X?] = V[X] + V[X]. (145)
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We next use this result for X = i 2 jelds) Us(j) and X = % 2 jeldg] V(J) in order to bound the second moment on the left-hand side of
(144). First, since {V (j)} je[dp) are iid. and V(1) ~ Bernoulli(ﬁ) it holds that

1 1 1 1 g 1
VI 2 V=2 D VIVl = VIV < - - < o (146)
ld jélds] B jélds] dp dp dadp — dp
Second, we evaluate
.
vi= S uo|=e|l= 3 v |- 3 ust (147)
=N 9B ;) 9B ;)
i ;
el > v |- (7 )2 (148)
el L < (-
95 Ts] dads
Ly oy -
=E|— Us(j)Us (k) —(—) (149)
2
|95 ¢ kETds) dadp
dQ—dB 1 2
@ RS ()Us(2)] + E[Us (D] - (ﬁ) (150)
dB B AQB
< B[Us(1)Us(2)] + — — [ ’ (151)
= PSS ds  \dadg
b
® %, (152)

where (a) follows since {Us(j)} je[q,] are exchangeable random variables (the joint distribution is invariant to permutations), and since

Ug(l) =Us(1) € {0, 1}, and (D) follows from

E[Us(DUs(2)] = P[Us(1) = 1,Us(2) = 1] (153)
=P[Us(1) =1]-P[Us(1) = 1 [ Us(k) = 1] (154)
U n-1
= . 1
dadp  dpdp —1 (155)
2
n
156
<(7%) (156)
where the last inequality here holds since n < dadp.
Therefore
2
Bl 3 usi)-ve (V[l S Us() w[l S v <2 (157)
- s(J) - =V|- s - <.
S ErA 9B ;T S ETA s

In turn, (144) results

1 2
E @je% | (Us() -vi))|| < \/%. (158)

Under the assumption n > 60d4 it holds that dg > 60(1 + p) > 15 and then the upper bound |, [% < e~ ! holds. As g(t) is monotonically

increasing in t € [0, e_l], this implies that

9|E % > Us(])-% >V Sg(\/%). (159)

Jj€lds] jelds]

2
Ent(Ys) — Ent(Y) < 2g (\/g) = \/glog (%B) < w/m%B(dB), (160)

Combining this with (143) results
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as claimed. m]

B.2 Proof of Proposition 5.5

As a preliminary step to the proof of Proposition 5.5, we state and prove a Poissonization bound on the hypergeometric random variable Zg.
This bound can be of independent interest.

LEMMA B.4. Assume that daq > dg and thatn € [da,dadp — dp]. Let Zs ~ Hypergeometric(dadpg, dp,n) and let W ~ Poisson(%). Then,
foranyb € [dg]

P[Zs=b] <21-d35 - P[W =b]. (161)

Proor. We note that under the assumption < dadp — dp it holds that Zg is supported on {0, 1,2,...,dg}. The following chain of
inequalities then holds

b-1 . dp-b-1
_p) @ (4B) T __n=b
Plzs =b1 = (b) L L dadp —i U (1 dadg—b—i (162)
i=0 i=0
b— . ~ dp—b-1
@gl—im—zxdg—oﬁ* L n-b (163)
b! i dadg — i dpadp—b—1i
b-1(1- L _j) ds-b-1
:l(l)bnm Bl_l (1_L) (164)
b! \da i=0 dp — t i=0 dadg —b—i
b-1 (1= Ly(1 = L) dp-b-1
:l(l)b M Bl_[ ( _'7—_[7) (165)
b! dA i=0 (1 _ dAidB) i=0 dAdB -b-i
© 1 (g\"%YH i A= n->b
Sage (B T0-50-5) T (- ga==) oo
i=0 i=0
b b-1 o b-1 ) dp—b-1
vo(@) L= =g 0-zas)
<4-—-|— - 1-—-]x% 1-—|x[1-——— , 167
b! (dA) 0 n 0 dp dadg—b (167)

where:
e In (a), the first term (de) is the number of possibilities to choose the b non-zero {Us(1, j)} je[4;] the second term is the probability

that this specific set of j’s is chosen to be 1, and the third term is the probability that the complementary set is not chosen;
e In (b) we use

dg dg! 1
( b) = Fids 01 " Bl -dg(dg —1)---dg(dg — b +1); (168)

e In (c¢) we use

dp/da

b-1 . dp da
TR PO PR R R | (169)
3 dadgp dadg da

where here, the first inequality utilizes b < dp, the second inequality follows from the fact that (1 — %)d is monotonic increasing on

[1,00), and so (1 — i)d*‘ > 4—11 (obtained for d4 = 2), and the last inequality utilizes the assumption dp < d4.
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We next bound the two product terms in (167). For the first product term, it holds that
b-1 . b-1 .
1og1_[(1—1) :Zlog(l—i) (170)
i=0 = 1
b-1 .
= > log (1 - i) (171)
; n

o bl
(S)/ log(l—%) dx (172)
0
0
= (n-x) 10g(1——)—('7—x) (173)
b-1
b-1
=_,7_[(U_b.pl)-]og(l—T)—(I]—b+1) (174)
=_[(n_b+1)~]0g(1—b_71)+b—1, (175)

where (a) follows from the monotonicity of t — (1 — %) and Riemann integration. Similarly, it holds for the second product term in (167)
that

b-1
i b-1
1 1-—|<-|(dg=-b+1)-log|l———]+b-1]. 176
x| [(1-4) < [<B #1)-tog(1- 22+ ] (176
Inserting the estimates (175) and (176) back to (167) results
P[Zs =b]

<4-1.lbe ~lr-b+1)-1o A DR
SR \a, ) FPT & 7

X exp |- (dB—b+1)-1og(1—b_—1)+b—1}
dp
wexp |(dg —b—1)log [1- —1—° 177)
xp | (dp e\ )|
Since the Poisson p.m.f. of W ~ Poisson(%) is given by
&) .
P[W =b] = o e~ Aln (178)
it follows from (177) that
P[Zs = b]
— - < 4.
S g <4 eplol (179
where
e -b+1 —-b+1
Qd:'—2b—(17—b+1)-1og(u)—(d3—b+1)-log(M)
n dp
n->b U
dg-b-1)log|l— —— |+ —. 180
R (e ke (150

In the rest of the proof of the lemma, we prove that Q < 3+ 2log d4 for any possible 0 < b < dg < d4 < 1. We prove this in a few steps. We
first simplify the fourth additive term of Q, to wit,

-b
TE (dg-b-1)1 1—’7—, 181
(== tog 1 - =2 (1)
by showing that T can be tightly upper bounded by

9 (dn— b — __n
T=(dg—-b-1)log (1 dAdB). (182)
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To this end, we bound the difference

:(dB—b—l)lOg 1- ) (dB—b—l)log(l_q—_b)

dAd dAdB -b

=(dB—b—1)10g(dAdB 7. dads - b)

dadg  dadp -1

=(dB—b—1)10g 1—m)

Z(dB—b—l)log(l—i)
da

where the inequality follows since b < dg. If b < dp then we continue the lower bound on T — T in (186) as

T-Tz(dB-b-1)1og(1-i)
da

@
$ owg-b-1)~
da

(a)
> -2,

where (a) follows since log(1 — x) > —2x holds for x € [0,1/2], and (b) follows since dg < d4. Otherwise, if b = dpg, then

- 1 da
T-T>-1 1-—|=1 >0
2 -tog1- ) = os 25 -

We thus deduce that T < T + 2 for any 0 < b < dp. Next, we further show that T can be accurately upper bounded by

_n
(dg — b+1)10g(1 _dAdB).

Indeed, denoting g = dadp — n where g > dp holds by our assumption, it holds that

de1

T-T=[(dp-b+1)—(ds—b- 1)]@(1—#)
n
=2-log|1-
Og( dAdB)
dadg —q
=2.log|1- A% "4
Og( dadp
q
=2.1
Og(dAdB)
> —2logda

We thus have upper bounded T, the fourth term in (180), by
T<T+2<T+2+2logdy.
Inserting this upper bound back to (180), we may bound Q < Q1 + 2 + 2log dy where

o -b+1 - 1
01 % b (ry—b+1)-log(u)—(dB—b+1)-log(M)
n dp
n n
dg-b+Dlog(1- 1]+ L
+ (dp +>og( dAdB)+dA
—b+1
:—2b—(r7—b+1)-10g(—r7 +)

da U
—(dp—-b+1)-1 dg—b+1) ——— | + —.
(= b+ 1) Tog((@a b+ 1) o)

Next, we maximize Q1 over d4. Focusing only on the terms which depend on d4, the term required to be maximized is

da n
(dB b+ 1) lOg (m) dA (dB b+ 1) log (dB d_) a

(183)

(184)

(185)

(186)

(187)

(188)

(189)

(190)

(191)

(192)

(193)

(194)

(195)

(196)

(197)

(198)

(199)

(200)

Under the constraint § > dy it can be easily verified that the maxima occurs when -~ T = b — 1. Substituting this into (199), we obtain that

Q1 < Q2 where

def

Q& -b-1-(p-b+1)- log(w).

(201)
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We further upper bound Q2 by finding b € [0, dg] which maximizes its value. Taking derivative, we get

d&:—l-{-log(m
n

o ) +1<0, (202)

and so the constrained maxima is b = 0. Substituting b = 0 in (201) results Q2 < Q3 where

+1
03=1-(n+1) log ('7—) <1 (203)
n
Summarizing all the above bounds, we obtain
PlZs = b] 3+2logd 2logd 2
Ss—= <4- O84A < 21-¢°7°8% =21 .d 204
PW=0b] = ¢ selve A (204)
as claimed. O

We may now prove Proposition 5.5.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.5. Let W ~ Poisson(%), so that W has the same mean as Zs(i), and further let g(t) & —tlogt (defining

g(0) £'0, which continuously extends g(t) for t € [0, 1]). We begin with the following chain of inequalities:

P [|H(As) - E[H(As)]| > ¢]

=p Z g(ZST(i))—E[H(AS)] >t (205)
i€[dal

<p % ie[ZdA] 9(qu(i)) B E[h;(:ls)]‘ S é (206)

@4 p 9(Zs;i))‘E[H(1(j5)] >é (207)

(?21.{13? g(%)—%%i , (208)

where (a) follows from the union bound, (b) follows from the Poisson based bound of Lemma B.4 in (161).

To further bound the probability in (208) we aim to use a concentration inequality for Lipschitz functions of Poisson random variables.
However, strictly speaking g(t) is not a Lipschitz function, since the derivative %g(t) = —log(et) is unbounded as t | 0. However, if the
argument ¢ is lower bounded then g(t) can be modified to a Lipschitz function, with a small error. To this end, let a parameter { > e be
given, and define a modified version of g(t) by

. st |tlog({/e)+1/f, 0<t<1/¢
g¢(1) = {—tlog t, t>1/¢ ' (209)

Then, on [0, 1], g, () is a continuous function of ¢, its first derivative is continuous, it is log(g)-Lipschitz, and the difference between g(t)

and g (t) is upper bounded as

(210)

mase [0~ g(0)] = max [ie(0) = 90| = max dp0) =900 = 7.

t€[0,1] [0.1/¢] €[0,1/¢]

since on t € [0,1/{], the function t — gAgv(t) — ¢(t) is nonnegative, and monotonic decreasing (thus obtains its maximal value at ¢ = 0).
The function g¢(t) is appropriate for approximating g(t) for ¢ > 1/{. Specifically, we will next use this approximation with { = 7 since

the argument g( %) appearing in (208) is either zero or at least 1/5. Concretely, the term defining the event in probability (208) is upper
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bounded as

7 dg
(a) w (W (W o (w (W E[H(A
o () a5 el () == o ()| [ 2 on )| - = @
d:efT
(b) 1 (W (W 5 C(d
: rg'f(?)‘“"(?)] i )

where (a) follows from the triangle inequality, (b) follows from (210), and the bound on T follows from Lemma B.5 that will be proved
separately after completing the rest of the proof.

Letting
~def I 5 C(dp)
FE 8 (213)
dan da
(which is positive under the assumption of the lemma), and utilizing (212) in (208), the probability of interest is upper bounded as
w w -
P[|H(As) —E[H(Ag)]| > t] <21-d5 - P||gy (—) -E|gy (—)} > f. (214)

Ul n

Next, we will bound this probability by utilizing concentration of Lipschitz functions of Poisson random variables. However, since after
replacing Zg (i), which is bounded by 5 with probability 1, with the unbounded W, the function dn () is not Lipschitz on the unbounded
support of % Indeed, gy (t) = —tlogt for t > 1 and its derivative —log(te) is unbounded as t T co. However, since E[W] = %, then % is
close with high probability to its expected value i, which is less than % On the region close to i, the function gy () is indeed Lipschitz,
which allows the utilization of the Poisson concentration result. Formally, from Chernoff’s bound for a Poisson random variables (346)
(Lemma D.3 in Appendix D) it holds that

o

[X > aB[X]] < e (215)

for any o > 3e ~ 8.15. Thus, defining the event & E {¥ > ¢!} and using E[W] = <L, it holds that
g n g dA

Prel=P| Y st <p|Wsl (216)
n n 3
da

=P (W= ZE[W] (217)

<es, (218)

assuming %A > 3e (which is satisfied by the assumption of the proposition d4 > dp > 60(1 + p), which, in turn, holds by the assumption
n > 60dy).
Now, consider a further modification of g;, given by

of | Gn (1), <t<el
d1{g']() 0 e (219)

o) ®
gn (D g},(e‘l), t>el

This is a continuous function, with a continuous first derivative, bounded by % log(n/e) (essentially, g, (t) tracks gy (t) exactly for t € [0, e,

and as t increases above e!, gy (t) remains constant at the maximal value of g”(e—l) = ¢! obtained at t = e~!). We first bound the
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difference in the expectation between g; and its modification gy, that is,

w w
E q — | - g J—
g”(ﬂ) ”(ﬂ )}
<E 937(¥)— 37(%)] (220)
ol 2o 2 o2
-E '—Klogy —e ! ]I{K > 6*1} (222)
n n
<E (‘KlogK +e71) ]I{K > eil} (223)
n U
<E ‘Klogy‘-ﬂ{ﬁ>e4} +e 1P K26_1] (224)
n n U n
(@) 2
<E (K) +1 -]I{K>e_1} +e 1P E26_1] (225)
n U n
2
s B Y L (226)
n
n 2
b dat
(S) 4 +(1+e’1)P[K2e’1] (227)
2
n U
(c)
S (228)
dan  dx
(i) 1 . 1 +1 (229)
Todan 43y
(e)
23 (230)
n

where (a) follows since |tlogt| < t2 + 1 forall t > e, (b) follows since for X ~ Poisson(1) E[X?] = A + A2, and W has parameter
E[W] = %, (c) follows from (218), (d) follows from e™* < é for all t > 16 when plugging t = 1/3 and under the assumption n > d4 > 60,

and (e) follows again from df\ > 1 > dy. Defining

L 8 C(dp) def ;

231
da 1 da (231)

we thus obtain
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(W (W i
Pl ()2 9’7(7)} 7!
Yp gn(ﬂ)-E i (K) - (232)

n n
=P[&E]-P gn(K)_E gﬂ(y) s il
n nJ|

+P[E]-P g,,(;—v)-E g,,(¥) > | &e (233)

<P[E]+P gq(¥)—E U(%) >1|&°€ (239)

=P[&] + PIE] (235)
N P |l (&) - = |3 (%)] > i

< e d 4t p— (236)

—e
el ()2 ()] -4
_n

<e 3+ = (237)
(c) _n _ (W (W .

< e 3+2P 977 (7)—15 9'7 (7)] > tl, (238)

where (a) follows from (230) and the definitions of f and #, (b) follows from (218), and (c) follows from the assumption 77 > da > 4.
Now, mg] (t) is 1-Lipschitz over t € [0, o). From the Poisson concentration of Lipschitz functions in Lemma D.4 (Appendix D), for

anyi> 0
)=t
< exp {—ﬁ log (1 + m)} (240)
< exp {—% log (1 + ﬁ;;m)} . (241)

Inserting this back into (238), and then back into (208) results

P[|H(As) -E[H(As)]| > t] < 21-d5 - e™3 +2exp {—m log (1 + m)}] (242)
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where ad
r=daf=t- —2 —C(dg). (243)
n
We next simplify this bound by loosening it. For the first term in (242), the assumption of the proposition 1 > d4 implies that
3
64 1
43 < 3<64.z < —— M3 L en/3 244
A== (4 o688 ¢ T12'¢ (244)

since e > 2688 - 3 for all t > 900 (as can be numerically verified), and since we set t = % > % > 364&. For the second term in (242), we
use 7 > 60d4 > 3600 to loosely bound 42d3 < 144 < %174. Using this bound and the upper bound (243) results

A=12% =
P [|H(As) - E[H(Ag)]| > ¢]
<lotile T o1+ —" +4log(n) (245)
—e —expy{-—————— —_— ,
227 TR Tadalog(n/e) O\ 2log(n/e) ) TS
which is the statement of the proposition in (58), using the notation h(t) 4 tlog(1 + t). To complete the proof it remains to prove Lemma
B.5, which follows next. O

LeEMMA B.5. Under the setting and notation in the proof of Proposition 5.5,

w E[H(A 5 C(
Egr](_) _BHU|_ 5, Clds) 46)
n da no da
ProOF. Proposition 5.4 implies that
B[H(As)| _logda| _ C(ds) )
da da da
We next show that E[g}(%)] is (%)—close to 105/:1*‘ . First, we derive an upper bound
w\| (@ w
Els (_) =y E[— (248)
n n } n n
1
R (249)
9 (dA)
o ( ! )+ ! (250)
=9\ Ty
_ logda 1 (251)
da 1
where (a) follows from Jensen’s inequality since gy is concave, (b) follows from the construction of g in (210). Thus, E[gh(%)] is (%)-close
to % from below. Second, we derive a lower bound as follows
w w 1
E g,](—) >E g(—) -= (252)
n n n
w w 1
=B ——log(—) - = (253)
n n n
1 1 1
=-E [—Wlog(W)] +-E [Wlog(n)] - = (254)
n n n
1 1 1
= —ZE[Wlog(W)] + =21 _ = (255)
] da 1
1 1 1 logn 1
=-—E [Wlog(W)]| + —E [W]log (E[W]) - —=E [W]log (E[W]) + - (256)
n n n da 1
1 1 logn 1
= —=Ent(W) — —=E [W] log (E[W]) + - = (257)
n U] dam
1 1 n logn 1
:——Ent(W)——log(—)+ - = (258)
1 da da dan
1 logd 1
=~ Ent(w)+—2%4 _ ~ (259)
1 da 1
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where the first inequality follows from (210). We next complete the proof of the lemma by showing that Ent(W) < 4, thus showing that
E[gn(%)] is (%)-close to 105:1“‘ from above. Combining (247) with (251) and (259) results

- (W)| E[H(As)]| _ 5  C(dp)
E | = < -+ , 260
9 ( n ) da no da (260
as was required to be proved.
As said, we complete the proof by proving that Ent(W) < 4, as follows. For a positive integer w € Ny, and { > 2, let
@t |1/, w=0
do , 261
Je(w) {W’ ws 1 (261)
and note that for any w € N
max |w logw — fr(w) log fr (w)| = log¢ (262)
weN & 4 8J¢ g
(note that here 0log 0 is defined as 0, by continuity ¢ logt — 0 as ¢ | 0). Further note that
1 _ n 1 _
E|fy(W)| =E[W] + ceMda = L 4 Zen/da, 263
[frw)] =BIw+ 2 1tz (263)
Hence,
(Ent(W) - Ent(fgv(W))|
< [E [Wlog ()] —E[fg(w) log (f(W))H
+[E[W]log (E[W]) - E [ (W) | 1og (E[f(W)])‘ (264)
g?lo§§-+le‘WdA (265)
log ¢
< , (266)
¢
where (a) follows from (262) and from the fact that tlog ¢ is 1-Lipschitz on ¢ € [1, c0), while assuming E[f;(W)] > E[W] = % > 1 (by
assumption). We next bound Ent(f; (W)) using the Poisson LSI in Lemma D.5 in Appendix D, as follows:
Ent(f; (W) < E [fgv(W)] ] P (267)
Je(W)
n 1 —r;/dA) 1
==+ e ‘B|—— (268)
(dA ¢ Je(W)
(@ (n 1 1
<Ly _e—n/dA) .E 269
(dA ¢ % +iw (269)
= (l+le—’7/dA)§.E 1 (270)
da ¢ 1+ %W
:(£2+3_W¢ﬁ'E L (271)
da 1+ %W
G (& nda 1
— E 272
= (dA e T+w (@72)
© (in  —pjaq) L -n/d
= (2= 1—e7ea 273
(dA e n/da ( ¢ ) #73)
{n -m) 1
< |87 pemida) 2 274
(dA n/da @79

<C+1, (275)
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where (a) follows from 1/{ + %w < f¢(w) for all w € N (under the assumption ¢ > 2), (b) follows again from { > 2, (c) follows from
follows from a direct (series) computation, for W ~ Poisson(A4)

1 o Ale™t 1
E = _— 276
1+WwW ; i 1+ (276)
1 & Ai+1e_’1
== 277
A ; (i+1)! @77)
1 0 /11'+1677L
i 278
A Z i+ 1) (278)
i=0

1o Ale™

== > i (279)
i=1

1 -2

=5 (1-e ) . (280)
Thus, from (266) and (275)
1

Ent(W) < min [g F14088 )y (281)

{>2 ¢
as was required to be proved in order to complete the proof. O

B.3 Proof of Theorem 5.2

Based on Propositions 5.4 and 5.5, we may next prove Theorem 5.2.

ProoF oF THEOREM 5.2. The bound logdy > H(Ag) follows since Ag is supported on a domain of size at most d 4. We thus next focus on
the lower bound. Let first us consider the case that n < d4dp — dp for which the concentration results of Proposition 5.5 is valid. We will

afterwards separately handle the complementary case n > d4dp — dg. The conditions of Theorem 5.2 d4 > dp and > 128d4 log (%)

imply that > 60dy4 also holds, and so the qualifying conditions of Propositions 5.4 and 5.5, and thus their results, are valid.
Recall that concentration inequality of Proposition 5.5 which is comprised of two terms. We require each term to be less than §/2. The

first term is % -¢” 12 and is bounded by §/2 by the assumption 1 > 12 log( }5). For the second term we evaluate the necessary values for r to

achieve an upper bound of §/2. To this end, let ¢ £ m so that the second term is
L T h(q) +4log(n) (282)
Zexpl———. .
2 exp 2d4 q ogin
For this term to be less than §/2 it suffices that
2da | 1
h(q) > TA 4log(n) +log 5 | . (283)

2
Assuming that g € [0, %], it holds that log(1 +q) > g — ¢* >  and then h(q) > %-. Thus, assuming g < %, a sufficient condition is

4dy | 1
q= =4 4log(n) + log — (284)
n | é
as long as this value is less than 1/2, which is satisfied if
4dA n 1
2% 110g (1| < =, 285
0g ( 5)] <3 (285)
or, equivalently
é 1284
_n/s > 128d4 (286)
log(n/6) 4
By Lemma D.6 in Appendix D, this condition holds if
128d
n > 128d4 log( 5 A). (287)

Note that the condition required for the first term, that is 5 > 12 log( %) holds under this last condition, and thus unnecessary.
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Then, the required r for the second term to be less than §/2 is
r=2log(n/e)q (288)

=2 log(n/e)\/% [4 log(n) + log %] (289)

<A\ M (290)
n

We thus deduce from the above and Propositions 5.4 and 5.5, that with probability larger than 1 - §
|[H(As) - logda| < |[H(As) — E[H(As)]| + [E[H(As)] - log da| (291)

64d4 log 5
<\ — SdA +2C(dp) (292)

d log3 i
4 (5) +2C(dp) (293)

da 1°g3 (%) 4log(d3)

(294)

dy log3 (%
(295)

where the last inequality holds since log(n) > log(dp) and dTA > i.

We next consider the case n > d4dp — dp, and provide a bound which holds with probability 1. Note that in this case, it holds that

€ dg —dadg +1 > 0. (296)
Trivially, H(As) < logda, so we next focus on a lower bound. Recalling the definition of Zs (i), the entropy is given by
Zs(i Zs(i
H(As) =~ ), Z0 log(—S(l))- (297)
i€lda] 1

The entropy is a concave function of {Zs(i)};e[a, ], and so its minimal value under the constraints 7 < Zs(i) < dp and };¢[q,] Zs(i) =1 is
attained at the boundary of the constraint set. Concretely, it must hold that Zs (i) € {r,dg}foralli € [d4]. However, since n > dsdp—dp, it can
hold that Zs (i) = 7 only for a single i € [d4]. Thus, the assignment with minimal entropy is given by (Zs(1),...,Zs(da)) = (dp,ds, ...,dB, )
and the resulting minimal entropy implies that

H(Ag) > —(dsg - 1) % 1og (d—B) ~Liog (1) (298)
n n n n
(g) —(dg - 1)d—B log (d—B) (299)
n n

_ ldads —dp) (di) (300)
B

(%) (dadp - dp) dadp —dp

> d1dn log &5 (301)

- (1 - i) log (da — 1) (302)

da

> log(dy) +log (1 - i) - M (303)
da da

(ﬁ) log(dy) — 2M, (304)

da

where (a) holds since log( ) < log( dB) < 0, (b) holds since dadg — dg < n < dadp is assumed, (c) holds since for q € [ ,0], it holds

that log(1+q) > g — ¢ > q. The resultlng bound, which holds with probability 1, is only tighter than the high probability derlved in (295).
Combining the results for the case 1 < dadp — dp (a high probability bound), and for > dadg — dp (a probability 1 bound) then establishes
the claim of the theorem. O
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B.4 Proof of Corollary 5.2.1

The proof of Corollary 5.2.1 follows rather directly from the confidence bound for entropy of Theorem 5.2, and the standard decomposition
of mutual information to a sum of marginal entropies minus the joint entropy. The formal proof is below.

ProOF OF COROLLARY 5.2.1. By Theorem 5.2 and the union bound, both

dy log? (%)
H(As) = logda — 20\ _ (305)
n
and
dg log® (%)
H(Bs) = logdg — 20\ _ (306)
n
hold with probability larger than 1 — 25. We then have that
I(As; Bs) ‘2 H(As) + H(Bs) - H(As, Bs) (307)
= H(Ag) + H(Bs) —log(n) (308)
(b) da log? (%) dp log3 (g)
> logda - 20\ ——  +logdp - 20\ —— = —logp (309)
n n
() dy log? (:7—5) dglog® (%)
> logda - 20\ ——  +logdp — 20\ —— = —logn (310)
n n
dy log? (%)
=log (1+p) - 40\ ———, (311)
n
where (a) follows from the standard decomposition of mutual information to a sum of entropies [9, Chapter 2], (b) follows from (305) and
(306), (c) follows from \/a + \/d_B < /2(dg +dp) < /4da. The proof is completed by changing notation from 2§ — §. m]
C PROOF OF THEOREM 5.1
We begin with the following lemma.
LEmMA C.1. Let Rg be a random relation drawn according to the random relation model in Definition 5.2, with
1284
N > 256dAdlog( 5 ) (312)
where d = max{dy, dc}. Let Rsy £ oc=¢(Rs), and let Ns(£) = |Rs ¢|. Then
128d
min Ng(¢) > 128d, log ( A) (313)
teldc] 1

with probability larger than 1 — §.

PROOF. Let us first consider a specific £ € [dc]. Then, Ns(¢) ~ Hypergeometric(dadpdc, dadp, N) where d4dpdc is the population size,
dadp is the number of success states in the population, to wit, the tuples for which C = ¢, and N is the number of draws. It evidently holds
that E[Ns(¢)] = % We next show that Ng(¢) is larger than 1/2 of its expected value with high probability. Concretely,

P[Ns(e) < %E[Ng(t’)]] =P |Ns(¢) < %] (314)
1
=P|N-Ns(t) >N (1 - ﬁ)] (315)
N
=P [N -Ns(¢f) > E|[N - Ng(¢)] + ﬁ] (316)
< exp —% (317)

where the inequality follows from the following reasoning: Due to the symmetry of the hypergeometric distribution, it holds that
N — Ng(¢) ~ Hypergeometric(dadgdc, dadpdc — dadp, N), (318)
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and so Serfling’s inequality (Lemma D.7 in Appendix D) used with € = % directly results the stated bound. If we choose

dc

N > 2d% - log 5 (319)

then under the assumptions of the lemma
Ns(¢) > %E[Ns(f)] = % > 128d4 log (%) (320)
holds with probability 1 — % Taking a union bound over all ¢ € [dc] assures that this holds uniformly over [dc]. o

We may now prove Theorem 5.1.

ProoF oF THEOREM 5.1. We use the bound on the (regular) mutual information for the dc = 1 case (Corollary 5.2.1) for each ¢ € [d¢]
separately. Lemma C.1 assures that with high probability, the number of sample points satisfies

12
min Ns(¢) > 128d4 log (%‘IA) (321)

teldc]

with probability 1 — 8. For each ¢ € [dc]. Then, applying the result of Corollary 5.2.1 with & replaced by % and then taking a union bound
over ¢ € [dc] assures that with probability 1 — § it holds that

da 10g3 ( 2NS((S[)dC )

N (D) forall £ € [d¢] (322)

I(As;Bs | Cs = t) = log (1 +pg(0)) _4OJ

where

dg -dp B
Ns(¢)

ps(0) = (323)

Moreover, considering F = (A, B) as a single joint random variable with domain [d¢] = [dadp], the random draw of the set S of size N from
[da] X [dg] X [dc] can be considered as a draw from [d¢] X [df]. Using Theorem 5.2 then assures that

max{dc, dad} log® (%)

0 <logdec—H(Cs) < 204

324
- (329
holds with probability larger than 1 — §, as long as
128 -
N > 128 - max{dc, d4dp) log ( 28 maxédc’ dAdB}) . (325)

It can be verified that this indeed condition holds under the assumption on N in (37) made in the statement of Theorem 5.1.
We next assume that the events in (321), (322) and (324) simultaneously hold. By the union bound, this occurs with probability larger than

1 — 36. Note that P[Cs = ¢] = NST([) holds, and let s be a given set which belongs to the high probability set. Then, the relative number of
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spurious tuples is upper bounded as

log [1+p(s. ¢)]
Zeelde] Ta(Re)| - TI(Re)|
2ieefde] TaB(Rr)
dcdadp
Yeelde] Ns()

=log

< log

1
= logdc +log | ———————
Leelde] T (0)

1
teldc] 2eelde] T+p, (0)

P[Cs =
ogdes| T Pice-1 I[M]

@ togde + > PICs = tllog [PICs = ] - (1+7,(0)]

tefdc)

=logdc — H(Cs) + Z P[Cs = €] log [1+7,(0)]
teldc]

b max{dc,dadg} - log3 (X

(s) QOJ = (5)

dy log3 ( 2ng’)dc )

+ Z P[Cs = ¢] I(ASQBS|CS=[)+4OJ Ns(f)
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© 20\ max{dc, dA(;Is} . 10g3 (%)

+I(Ag;Bs | Cs) + Z P[CS=[]4OJ

teldc]

@ 20\ max{dc, dadp} - log? (%)
N

+ I(As; Bs |C5)+4O¢ N

dAalog?’ (%)

(e)
< I(As;Bs | Cs) +60 N s

def

I(As;Bs | C) E )" PICs = €1I(As; By | Cs = 0),
teldc]

dade log® (—21‘5;16

)

da 10g3 (QNs(éf)dc )

Ns(#)

(326)

(327)

(328)

(329)

(330)

(331)

(332)

(333)

(334)

(335)

where (a) follows from the log sum inequality (Lemma D.8 in Appendix D), (b) follows from the assumption that the events in (322) and
(324) hold, (c) from the standard definition of conditional mutual information as an weighted average of mutual information terms

(336)
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and (d) follows from the bound

dA 10g3 (2ngf)dc)
P[Cs = £]40\| —— 2/

eelde] Ns ()

<40 dAlogg(M)- Z P[Cs = ] ﬁ (337)
1] s(f)

40, /da log® (%)
= : Z NIYRG) (338)
N
teldc]
dAdclogg(%dc)
<40 —N (339)

where here the first inequality utilizes Ng(¢) < N for the logarithmic term, and the second inequality uses the fact that }\pc[q.] VNs(£)
under the constraint },c[4.] Ns(¢) = N is maximized for Ns(¢) = % for all ¢. Finally, in passage (e) of (335) we slightly loosen the bound
using d= max{da,dc} > max{da,dg}. The proof is completed by replacing 36 — 9. O

D AUXILIARY RESULTS

LEmMMA D.1 (AN LSI FOR ASYMMETRIC BERNOULLI RANDOM VARIABLES [6, CHAPTER 5]). For any functiong: {-1, 1}¢ - R and i.i.d. random
variables P[R(j) = 1] = p=1—-P[R(j) = -1] let

el . o 2
8@ Ep-pE| Y (9(RA)....RG) ... R(@) = g (R(D.....=R()), ... R(@))) (340)
Jjeld]
be the Efron-Stein variance of g. Then, the LSI [6, Thms. 5.1 and 5.2] states that
1 1-p
2 — .
Ent(g”) < =2 log( > ) &E(9). (341)

LEMMA D.2 (RELATIVE CHERNOFF’S BOUND FOR A BINOMIAL RANDOM VARIABLE). For B; ~ Bernoulli(p) i.i.d., i € [n], it holds that for any
£e[0,1],

n

1 _Epn
PI= > Bi-p|>ép| <2 5 . (342)
n
i=1
Let g(t) z —tlog(t). Then for anys,t € [0,1] it holds that
lg(t) = g(s)| < 29(|s — t]). (343)

Proor. The function g(t) is concave, positive, and satisfies g(0) = g(1) = 0. Assume w.l.o.g. that 0 < ¢t < s < 1. The proof for the case
0<s—-t< % was explained in [9, Thm. 17.3.3]: The chord of the function g(t) from ¢ to s has maximum absolute slope either at the extremes
—eitheratt =0ort=1- (s —t). Then,

l9(t) = g(s)| < max {g(s —1).g(1 = (s = 1))} = g(s = 1) (344)

where the last inequality is by the assumption 0 < s — ¢ < % Otherwise, if % <s—t < 1thenitmustholdthat0 <t < % < s < 1. Trivially,
1

Ig(s) - g(t)| < |g(s)| + |g(t)| <1<2(s—t)<2(s—t)log ) =2g(s—1t). (345)

[m]

LEMMA D.3 (CHERNOFF'S BOUND FOR A POISSON RANDOM VARIABLES [21, THM. 5.4]). For X ~ Poisson(A) it holds that

al al
P[X > aB[X]] <e? (5) < (5) = g~adlog(ale) ¢ g-ad (346)
[04 [04

foralla > 3e ~ 8.15.

For the next two lemmas, we consider a function f: N — (0, ), and denote its derivative by

Df(x) € f(x+1) - f(x). (347)
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LEMMA D.4 (POISSON CONCENTRATION OF LIPSCHITZ FUNCTIONS [5, 17]). Let W ~ Poisson(), and assume that f is 1-Lipschitz, that is
[Df(w)| <1 for allw € Ny. Then, for anyt > 0

P[f(W)—]E[f(W)] >t] < exp _ilog(1+§) . (348)
LEMMA D.5 (PoissoN LSI [6, TuM. 6.17]). Let W ~ Poisson(A). Then,
2
Ent[f(W)] <A-E M (349)
- fw)
Lemma D.6. Ifx > ylog(y) then @ >y
PRrROOF. Asy > e then both log(y) =1 > 0 and log(log(y)) > 0. Choosing x = ylog(y) it holds that
1 1
x __ylogly) _ 1+ og(y) > 4. (350)
logx  log(ylog(y)) log(y) +log(log(y))
O

Hypergeometric distribution. We denote a random variable distributed according to a hypergeometric distribution as Y ~ Hypergeometric(L, M, ¢)
where L is the population size, M is the number of success states in the population, and ¢ is the number of draws from the population. The
mean of the distributionis E[Y] = ¢ - %

LEMMA D.7 (SERFLING’S INEQUALITY (SIMPLIFIED) [25], SEE ALSO [13]). Let Y ~ Hypergeometric(L,K, £). Then, foranye > 0and1 < ¢ <L

—2¢2 —2¢2
— > < _— | <
P[Y E[Y] _e] < exp f(l—ﬁ—l)] Sexp|— } (351)
Lemma D.8 (THE LOG SUM INEQUALITY [9, TaM. 2.7.1]). For nonnegative numbers {a;};c[,] and {bi};c[p] it holds that
L 211 ai « a;
Z ailog =x b < a;jlog (b_) . (352)
i=1 =17t =1 !
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